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. _ Co SUMMARY

[

, This’ volume presengs the f}ndings from the'flrst-stage of

the Basig Educational Opportunity Grant [BEOG] Quality Control

oroject These flndlngs 1nd1cate substantial error in awards to
. »

[
.

students durlng thJ 1980-81 academic year.
Total dollar error is estimated to be $275 per recipient, or
* s

$650 million of the §2.2 billion (30 pertent) awarded to the 2.36

*

million recipients reoresented by our sample An estimated 71

.percent of the rec1p1ents recelved an 1ncorrect award

Key flndlngs show: ‘ ¥

) e  The $650 mllllon in dollar’ error was composed ' of $526
: . million in overawards -to 50 percent of the recipients

and $124 mllllon in ‘underawards to 21 percent of the
reclpients;9 .

* - Seventy—one percent of the reciptents had awards that

© were 1ncorrect by $2 or .more. Over 40 percent had

‘errors 1in _excess of $L§0 and over 30 percent hag
erroxrs in excess of $250. - .

7 . ~Approximately I'9~percent of the reclplents should have

) .been - ineligible for any award.- _Eight.percent' of the
reclplents were ‘ineligible because of a lack of an

. affidavit. Qf: educational purpose [AEP] and/or finan-
cial-aid transcrlpt [FAT] on file.

[ All ) errors ' related” to institutiondl,. procedures
7 resulted fﬁ $181 million in' net overawarde Excluding
» statement of educational purpose“ﬂand financial aid
transcript error, this net overaward figure drops to
$11, million. The $1ll- million 1in net overaward is
{ . composed of $111 million in overawards and $100 mil-
lion in underawdrds to, rec1plents
° The appllcatlon data elenent cont ibuting ' the most
' toward appllcatlon—related error, wag8 4adjusted gross
sincome [AGI]. If all AGI flgures were correctp net
overaward would decrease by $101 mllllon . .

x_ -

- .

-
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The next largest contributors toward -error were incor-
rect application entrids for income of .the. dependent
, Student and spouse, QSme equity, and household size.

~On average, the ‘higher a recipient's family AGI, non-
tdxable income, agsets, or own income, the higher the
e$timated. student error. ) ;
Overawards,are clustered in higher- income groups and
uhderawards in - lower income groups. The effect of °
dbtaining ‘correct financial information could there-
fore be to decrease the funding. now goinhg to ‘higher
income groups and increase:the funding to lower income
groups. , .

.

" private four-year schools had a significantly lower
institutional .award error per recipient than public
four-year schools. Conversely, public two-year and
proprietary schools had a significantly higher insti-
tutional award error per  recipient than public four-
year schools.

Institutions that administer their own validation
systems® have ,a significantly ‘lower absolute average
institutional award error than those schools*which do
not. - .

Recipients flagged for wvalidation tended to decrease
_their eligibility during the school, year, while those
not °flagged for validation tended Yo 1increase their
eligibility throughout the year. .
The average absolute award discrepancy due to student
error: was $135 for ,recipients not flagged for .valida-
tion, while the average absolute discrepancy due to .
student error was only $112 for similar recipients

randomly flagged for validation.s

From the 1978-79 to the 1980-81 school year, average
net overaward increased from §168 per recipient to
$170 per recipient. During this time the average
impact of student error increased from $48 to $94 net
overaward per recipient, while the average impact of
institution-related error decreased from $120 to $77
net overaward per recipient. -

In this volume, we present the.findings 'in more detail. 1In
L

Volume 2, we recommend alternative management procedureg to lower

the rate and magnitude of Bagic Grant program error. These




Ry o )
corrective action recommendations are of two major types: . mech-
.anical and structural. = The mechanical approach aims' to " make .
changes in 'the application, processing, and institutional areas
within the cc'anteXt of the existing deljivery system. ‘Tﬁe struc-
tural approach focuses on major changes 1in theﬁFe_deral student

v + .
~

aid'delivery-sfrstem as a whole. In Volume 3 the step-by-step

analysis for the quality

methoiioll’ogy‘ of the data gathering and

contro“:roject are discussed in detail.

. N

)




*CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCT ION .
' ’ - . i’
This report presents_ the findings from the first,étége'of
the Baéic’Educational Opportunity Graht [BEOG] Quality,Control

T \ . : .
study. The report 1s«deslgned to provide a comprehensive over-

[}

v1ew of the quality of the Basic (Pell) Grant dlstrlbutlon sys-

AY

- .kem. As " the dlscu331on in the following sectlons and” chaptexs

. 7 .
points out, reliable measurement and analysis of error’ in the

’

BEOG program depend omr a clear understanding :of the BEOG award

cycle and on careful and consistent definitions of | insti&BJ
tional and recipient ' error. In the following sections of thi®

o -
chapter we set out the basic definitions of award and program

«
»

erxor in the BEOG program. .

BACKGROUND ’ /\\~>‘ ] ;

The °'BEOG pfogram. now éalled the Pell Grant Program, was

enacted on June 23, 1972, as an amehdmeng to the Higher Education

3
‘

Act of 1965. It is the cornerstone of the Federal effort in stu-
derit financial assistance for undergraduates. For most studen@é,

:Féderal student aid begins with a Basic'Grant which may or may

>§®pot be supplemented by other forms of Federal and private finan-
v . )

A3

, cial assistance. A distinguishing feature of this program is its-

\1 central concept of "entitlement," which ‘specifies tfat students
who J;monstrate need\will recelve graﬁts:
Qhaliiy Control .
, .  The concern for quality control in the Basic Grant pfogrdm
has increased_with its extraordinéry gréwth in both dollar valume
EKC . : Tl ~

| LY
L
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i

(érom ééo million to $2.4 billion) and student p;rticipation.
Lleveis (from 185,000 to 2.7 million) since\its incep;ioﬂ.in 1973.
A wide-ranging series of quality control efforts has  been
ordered, funded, aRd initiated ‘in the years preceding_thé current
pfoject. Examples oX these efforts are (1) computer edits of
application data; (2)‘selective validation of application Aata by

financial aid adminisérapofs; (3) analysis of 1978-79 grant award

[y

accuracy; (4) program reviews by Central and, Regional Department

of Education staff; (5) audits and audit reviews; (6) data

matches with other Federal sources of information; (7) training

of financial "aid administrators; and (8) field testing of
“\ ) ] e -
application forms.
. ’ . «
Prior to- the current project, the performance of these
I

IS )
"efforts had not yet been studied comprghensively. Indeed, these

- . . . . . ‘
efforts were instigated 1independently, and there 1s little know-

»

ledge or ewidence that they have enabled integrated information,

proactive decision making, or mutually reinforcing corrective

”

actions. The primary objectives” of this quality control project

are therefore to:
L] Assess errors in awards to students and in procedures
used“ to disburge Basic Grants to -students for the
1980-81 funding year )

e Recommend corrective administrative actions to reduce
error in the program
: e

e ‘Pesign, test, and install an ongoing, integrated
' . Quality ,Control System to measure, analyze, document,
. and improve BEOG program per formance through appropri-
ate preventive and corrective actions
4
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DESCRIPTION OF THE DATA . ( ‘ : .

-
~

'The‘ffndingé presented in this report are drawn from sample
data_collected;for the 1980-81 Basic Grant program  year. The
sample ;was ‘selected to ébe representative of the entire BEOG
recipient population as ‘ef fall 1980. Estimated averages of
award errors for that populatlonxtyplcally are accurate to within
+ $40 with 95 percent confldence Expressed 1nlpercentage terms,
the 95 percent congldence intervals would tybically be + 16 per-
cent.l ‘

% . : ’

Given the importance of validation, the sample has the prop-
erty of 1nclud1ng ‘a large enough number of validated students to
support analysis of validation's effectlveness; sampllng weights
reflecting this design feature @aQe been'incorporated in statis—
tical estimation precedures whenever appropriate. The total pop-
ulation represented ny our‘sample is approximateiy 2.36 million
BEOG recipiente.

N $
The data for the project analysis come from:

70' 4,304 interviews with student recipients
) 3,829 interviews with recipients' parents
e 5,161 Internal:  Revenue Service copies of tax returns

for recipients and for their ‘parents )

i,

i 270 financial institutions, .giving bank account infor-
mation for a.subset of rec1p1ents and parents

) 569 statements of recipients' or parents' home values
provided by tax assessors (adjusted to local ' market
values) '

lpor samg}ing welghts, sample design, and response rates see
Quality in the Basic Grant Delivery -System, Volume 3, Methodol-
Og_y ’, - o

Co. : ) .
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o 4,553 Student Record Abstracts‘[SRAs] drawn from the
financial aid and accoynting files of the 305 institu-
tions the recipients attend . -

® Interviews with financial aid administrators describ-
\ ' ing characteristics of the 305 institutions: <.

In addition, data were analyzed from the entire computetized

. ] .
files of BEOG transactions and corrections for each recipient in

our sample and for a coniro} group of BEOG recipients selected to

’ -

measure possible experimental effects of our project on students

and institutions. . B
L3 l‘)

~REFINING AWARD ERROR

-
y ‘'

s e =

‘\\ Calculations of errd% are bdsed on a set of definitions
X ’ ~ !

which take the year-long BEOG program cycle into consideration.

Program operations and surv

y design provide five points at which
. ' measurements on various itemk can be taken:
~ . 1y . ¢ . .
o The point at which jthe student eligibility index [SEI]
_is first calculated by the application processing con-
tractor using applipatiop data and any necessary cor-
rections. This v&lue of the eligibility index- 1is
o denoted as SEI(O0). .

L 2 The point at which {Westat gathered information from
. program records and}Sampled institutions in thz fall

.of 1980. The eligibylity index recorded at this time

. is denoted as SEI(1l)Y Cost of attendance and enroll-
ment status collectdd at that time are denoted as
COST(1) and ENROLL(1l)} respectively. :

N } .student interviews an{l collected releases for copies
of. tax' returns, finajcial rétords, and, property tax
assessor data. This loccurred in the late fall and
early winter of the 19B0-81 academic year. Data.gould
.be used to calculate ap eligibility index from inter=w
view data, SEI(2). < . )

. AN . ?

e ‘The period when Advanced Téchnology abstracted infor-




-

stgtus collected at that time are referred to as
SEI(3), cOST(3), and ENROLL(3). Data were also col-
‘lected on actual and planned ‘disbursements, AD(3).

. 0

The period when institutions submit their final recon-

ciliation rosters to the Department of Education.

. . Values for the eligibility index, cost of attendance,

, enrollment status, and actual disbursements collected

, --at this time are denoted as _ SEI(4), COST(4),
. " ENROLL(4), and AD(4), respectively.l

We ,selegted‘ the most stringent documentation collected

through these various efforts to obtain "best" values for iﬁcome,

\

_ assets, ahd family'composﬂkion. In certain instances the "besﬁ"

values rebresenﬁ judgment calls by the project analysts. This

\ occurréd in unusual family situations where unclear definitions
' for application items resulted in conflicting interpretations of;

‘"best" values. in‘general, the analysis assumed né error unless

proven’ otherwise. These "best" values were combined, using the

BEOG eiigibility index formula, to calculate a_ "best validated"
- - . @

student éligibility index, SEI(¥*). This represents what we

believe‘to be the most accurate SEI from which an award should be

3

\

| ' )

; determined. Thus, SEI(*) is the standard we use. for determining
\ :

~
error. b

°

i
1 )
'

| The BEOG paymeﬁt‘formula was applied to values of the SEI, °

cost .of attendance, and enrollment status to, calculate an

2 & «

! expected™ disbursement. Since an expected disburs%hedt need not
i P ] *fv’:‘ -'ix, R .
: . oo .
; - . ‘
3 ‘@.
'S ) ’ ' . \

-

1 pata from this 1last period were not available in time for

this report. An analysis of these data will be conducted .in
Stage Two of ‘this project. \

L

: ]
K}
~
.
-
»
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be based on data collected simultameQusly, we have adopted a

time-specific notation to indicate the_varlous‘combinatlons.

-

. ~ .
For ‘example, ED[SEI(I).» COST(3), ENROLL(3)] would be the

exgected dispursement using the fall ‘index, SEI(l),‘and cost andl

-

’

enrollment values collected through the spring student rejfrd :
abstracts. ) o . .

The deflnltlon/ﬂ} total doilar enmor usgd in this report is

rd

the dlfference between actual and planned dlsbursements recorded

on institutional business office flles in the spring and’ expected

disbursements calculated using the ¢best SEI and the cost and’
enrollment data recorded in the spring. If we réi AD(3) be equal
to this actual disbursement in the spring; then algebraically the .

error definition 1is: - : . « -

¢

>

AD(3) - ED[SEI(*), COST(3), ENROLL(3) ]

This- total dollar error can be further dLsaggregated into
' : ' L 4 - [ - ’ X .

' * . "‘ . a- .
two distinct.catego<1es of errorilﬁstudent error and institution

\

. a g -
error. The following are the formulas used to compute tHese
error types.._. ) < /
Student Error ' ’ ;L.

For each student in the sample, a total. dollar error in BEOG

3

exbected'disbursement was, computed:< This amount is the differ- -
. N LY .

(]
] . -
-

ence between two quantities: . .

- 1. Th? expected dj ’sbursement amount, .computed ‘salely on
' the follow1ng 2nst1tutlonal data: )

- 3 s PR RN

"o The operatlve SEI index [SE1(3)], .from institu-

tions' Jffigcial disbursement Student Eligibility
Reports. [SFRs] obtaired through student record

abstracts at institutions *




° The verified total cost and enrollment status
data [COST(3), ENROLL(3)}, obtained through stu-
dent record abstracts drawn from institutions'

T spurce records- .
Minus
2. The verlfled expected dlsbursement—-the amount that
should have been’ awarded——based ‘on: é‘ﬁ . .

“

° The verffied student elidibility index [SEI(*)]
computed ussng best values from student/parent
. : interview data, IRS.data, and data released from
) other agencies -or institutions , ¢
LY ‘
[ "The verlfled total cost and énrollment status
data [COST(3), ENROLL(3) ],. obtained.through S$RAs
drawn from institutions' source records

-

Expressed algebraically, the formula for computing student’
v . o
error is: ’ . . - ' ' .
ED[SEI(3), COST(3), ENROBL(3)] -

-ED[;EI( ), COST(3), ENROLL(B)]
- s * )
Thus, student error 1s the dlfference between the amount the

’

institution’ should have disbursed, i.e., based on the most up-to-

ol

date information available to thé. institution, and the amoant
.whichr would have been disbursed based on the- best value for the

ellg;blllty 1ndex. , . RN - ’

Instltutlonal Error g . oo

'\o - - LY ™ ‘
For each rec1pient in “the sample, an institutional .dollar

" error in BEOG awards- was COmputed as "the dlfference between.u

r - The actual d1sbursements made (or planned) by
institutions to students in our sample, as of Aprll or
May 1981, obtained through #bstracts of buslness offlce
records at 1nst1tutlons, AD(3) -’ .
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V- . The e§% eﬁ“glsbursement computed using the operative:
D ' - SEI a

. EBrror, S -COST(3), ENROLL(3)]
2
Expressed algeh§a;eﬁ y, the formula used to compute insti-
NN/ PN v

tutional error is: . St o g V ®

. .y -
¢t ;‘;3‘;} . .

) % v ‘f.

AD(3) - ED;sﬁEl 5,'cos%f3), ENROLL(3)]-‘ .

Thus, 1nst1tut10na1§ er:§§ is the dlfférence between the'

. ;“\‘?’d

actpal amounts* dlsbursed oxr scheduled for dlsbursement, as .

N . ‘ s i
reflected by institutional records imr the spring of 1981, and the

K

expected disbursement amounts that we computed using the opera-

tive and verified enrollment data for theé entire academic year
. ! . o : ) ‘

and cost data collectedmthrough SRAs. .

.

. TYPES OF ERROR - .

. There are seven specific~typesgof error comprising total

-~

’ %ﬁnstltutlon and student error (see Flgure 1-1)." The first type

isted in the follow1n? sectlon is solely attrlbuﬁable to stu-

dents; the remaining six are caused either by student or insti-

.

tutional oversight but arée referred to in this report as imsti-
b ' N

tutional error because they fall under the auspices of institu-

[
s

tional responsibility.
o ]

1. Student Eligibility"Index [SEI] Error’

Data provided by students in thelr BEOG applications may

e

result 1n the calé’zatlon of 1ncorrect eligibility ¢ indexes.

b -

Pqtential award error caused by incorrect SEIs for every student

in our sample, fegardless<of eligibil%ty or actual disbursements,
. “ . < X
constitutes SEI error. .

o
oo

Lo . ' | . 1"8

<F
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.o

Citizenship Error
&

-
=

3. '“AEP or.FAT Error

~

‘e

6. Enrollment Status

¥
1

7. Calculation Error

Sum of All Errors

4.. Program Eligibility Error

5. Cost of Attendange Error

Error

-

)

s 3 ﬁi{iion

$169 millign.

$ 25 million

$ 63 million
<,

$ 94 'million

$ 29 million

$681 million

ESTIMATED .

. ABSOLUTE DOLLAR ESTIMATED $§

DISCREPANCY OF RECIPIENTS

/ ASSOCIATED WITH WITH THIS
ERROR TYPE ‘ THIS ERROR! ERROR!
.1l. Student Error $352 million ! 41%

4 [y ’ ‘ ’ ) ' . .
2. Ba¢helor's Degfée or ’ 0.2%

\ i,, ,

7.7%

1.3%
15.0%
18.2%
;sfe%

T 71%

Y
«

lindividual recipients may have more than one type
Therefore, individual:error rates do not add up to the total.

v
o

.

al

. THE

N

a

FIGURE 1-1

SEVEN TYPES OF ERROR

I

0

an

of error.
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_Tﬁe next three types are errors made by institutions 1n
détérmining whethef' a "student - is quallvfied to *r2ceive a Basic
Gr?nt based on student eligibility criterla‘set out., in the Fed-
.efal progéam regulations.
2. Eligibility Erroy Type I: Bachelor's ﬁegree’or Citi-

v " zenship Erior .

»

Students who are not citizens or eligible noncitizens and

®

students with bachelor's degrees are ineligible for Basic Grants. -

t -

3. Eligibility Error Type II: AEP and FAT Error

'Institutions myst collect a signed staﬁémenﬁ or notarized

- affidavit of education§11burpose [AEP] stating ﬁh%g\all funds
received through Title IV programs will be used solely for edu-
cation Or educat}onwl purposes, and that the student is not 1in
default on a loan at thé‘institution he or she is attendigg. The
institution 1is alsp reﬁuired to have a certifigd'financial aid
transéript [FAT] on file for all transfer students before the

. i
. . . . &
institution may make a second disbursement of the student's BEOG

. .

award. . yoo-
Because these two requirements seem toO present special

administrative problems for some institutions, these requirements

-
-

have been treated as separate categories of eligibility error.
Institutions may, for instance, collect notarized affidavits

through some regular mechanism such as including them with insti-

tutional financial aid.appl{cations. Students receiving onIy_BEOG

“\

\

or state grants would not have coﬁpleted these applications, sO _

L

-

-

. 1-10




:?ligibility errors.

N

.they are asked to bring 4n separate statements during the aca-
H .

demic term. Collecting the affidavits goes'on, in some insti-
» .
tutions, throughout the academic year. . In cases where disburse-
: AN

ments are made before receipt bf an affidavit of educational pG&—

pose, the institutions are technically in violation of BEOG regu-

~

"

lations. ™ Ingtitutions C?y not disburse 'a second payment to a

transfer §tudent before' a financial aid transcript actually

ariive%, while they may make*-a first disbursement if they -are
gatisfied that the transcript will arrive and be in order.

Awards to students who haye no affidavits or statements of educa~

tional purpose and disbursements of second payments to students

L4 A 4
"+

) ‘*" ) - . . ’ .
.who have no financial aid transcripts are counted here as Type II

s
&

~

4. Eligibility Error Type III: Program Eligibility Error

Students receiving ‘Basic Grants must be enrolled in a BEOG

eligible program of at least six months in durat?on, and they

»

must be enrolled at least half tihe,in that program. Students

. . . s . K i
must also maintain satisfactory academic progress and must not

~

be in default on a loan or grant at the -institutions they have

attended. Institutions disbursihg Basic Grants to students

violaﬁing any of tbése'conditions have awarded grants to ineligi-

ble sfudents, and the entire amount of any funds disbursed is

_countedxas,a Type III eligibility error. - . -

.T%e ‘following Ehgee' t&pes of error are dJrouped together

under the generaf‘heading of Calculation and A&counting Error.

3 . " . ”
-
™.

- Do P
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.
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. * 5. Cost Of Attendance Error

»
Verified cost of attendance $or students is calculated from

.

data collected in ,the SRAs. The cost of attendance used by,
. [ (4

institutions is recorded on SERs in student files. ° The ﬁdif-

ference between awards calculated u31ng the recOmputed (verlfled)“

'SKK/cost of attendance and awagds calculated using the cost of

E]

attendance recordei’ln file copy SERs constltutes real or poten-—

hd ¢

\tlal error attrlbutable to 1nst1tutlons 1n ‘calculating cost of

attendance. g . 4 )
. AR ‘
\

6. . Enrollment Status Error

y -

Instltutlons should routlnely check enrollment status at the

‘. %

. tlme of dlghﬁrsements, yet they do not record the status ip ‘any

( -

cons;stent manner or place, making it dY?flcult to EStabllsh the
- : . ~ e ¢

s - -Aenrollment status used by 1nst1tut10ns when calculatlng award

R \-\,
dlsbursements for each term. ‘

A

?

’Using data collgcted under this study, the error one, would

attribute to the dnstitution's use of the incorrect enrollment

r

status proration factor {full time, three-gharter time, or half
time) involves the difference between the enrollment status fig-
R ]

ure developed from abstracted registrar data and the implied

- enrollment status_prOration factor from the institution's copy of

‘ﬁ ' the SER. This implied figure is the ratio of the folﬁgwind SER
x eLements; "expecked dlsbursements" and "gcheduled award." Since
-, scheduled award 15 based on full tlme,‘full—year attendance, and
. ‘ﬁ;.'expected dlsburZZment is either. the same or equal to this amdunt
L, - 'prorated for less than a full year and/or less than full tlme,
5 - - T
Q " i ‘ ‘?C*
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the ratio would be equal to the prora£:;;§factor apparently used
‘by the institqtionvas indicated by the\kile SER.

The value of these enrollment.status errors is‘eggai to the
product of the differences in proration factors and the calcula-

ted expected d1sbursement based on' SEI(3) and COST(3)

7. Calculatlon Error

Discrepancies between the sum of‘actuai'and planned dis-
bursement data collected from institdtions' accountlng records
and the expected dlsbursement the f1nanc1al aid offlce recorded
as the proper award constltute what is broadly called "calcula-

N .

tion error." Calculation error may come from several sorts Of/\i
bookkeéping or disbursement errors. Future disbursements may not

yet ‘have been posted in the institution's books, making it -diffi-

:cult for data collectors to verlfy payment amounts. Arithmetic

or data processing errors on the part of institutions may result
in - incorrect disbursements. In any such case, the institution

has failed to keep its files and récords in a way'which allows us

to reconcile the difference between expected and actual disburse-—

)

»
ments. In the terms-of this study, this fallure represents error

for which ED may legltlmately hold the lnstltutioneresponslble.
Caveat ' ) ', . .

To'prevent‘confusion, it is important to note the relation-
- N ! .

ship of the immediately preceding three types of error (cost of
attendance) enrollment, and calculation ~error) to the total

-~ t

lnstltutlonal error amount discussed and enumerated elsewlrere in

" -

thls report. As we .described earlier 1n this chapter, total

.
- N N . - «
. .
. ~ . .
.

0




institutional error was computed by comparing actual plus sched-
uled BEOG disbursements made Dby institutions to an expected dis-
\Qifsement figure which we calculated using the SEI abstracted
froom tﬁgffile SERs and cost of attendance and enrollment status
data ‘obtained b? our datg collectors from institution source
—xecords (student sg¢hedules, catalogs, student tuition bills).
Algebraically,)thié computation is expressed as AD(3)-ED[SEI(3),
COST(3), ENROLL(3)]. Hence, institutional BEOG error is simply
tﬁe difference between the amounts institutions paid to students

and the amounts that should hzye been paid according to what we

found in institution files.

Total 'institution§1 error falls naturally into two bréad
categories of error--program eligibility error and disbursement
error. Institutional error that is not attributable to student
misrepresentations or ihstitutional mistakes 1in determining
whether a student 1is eligible to receive an award falls naturally
into the second thegoryq—disbursement error. -In an effort to
discover causes of disbursement érror, we identified three logi=-
cal subcatego:ies wheré such error could occur and affect the

g - <
avard amount: (1) ascertaining the cost of attendance, (2) pro-

rationing according to the correct enrollment status, and (3)

making calcufgzion erfrors.

To estimate the incidente of these types of error and their
“ ?

distribution among types of institutions, our only.option was to

use data from the official disbursement SERs, found in institu-
] ] ~ , -
tions’ student aid files, as indicators for measuring specific
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types of error. Though we understand that institutional informa-

. tion from Section 3 of the SER, since it is not always updated,

does not in many cases reflect the Iatest‘aWard computation and

~

disbursement amount of a student's award, it is the only record

available to us. As current practices exist, there is no other

document across all institutions where a record is consistently

kept of the institutional process which cqlminaﬁes in an award

-
.

determination, with updates to the award amount reflecting each

time a change in enrollment status, cost of attendance, S eligi-

+

~

bility status occurs. We expect that Title IV proaram reviewers
1

. . ~ -
and other outside revieéwers, such as.compliance auditors, encoun-

>

ter this same problan "when examining 1nst1tut10nal procadures

e

‘related to the admlnlstratlon of Ba51c Grants._ . ~

< . b
ORGANIZATION OF VOLUME 1

In this chapter we discussed the nature of data analyzed for

this BEOG Quality Control study,- the definitions and methods of

*

calculating award érror, and the types of error océurriqg in the
BEOG érogram. o .

"Chapter 2 presents an overview of the general study,ffndings
and of thé estimates of the.total and average amounts of student,
,pﬁoceésor, and institutional error.

In Chapteré 3, 4, and 5 we éiscuss in more detail the’ nature
and probable causes of student, processor,’ and “institutional
. error, réspectivély.

In Chapter 6 We‘present findings of our anglysis of error-

prone populations and ‘institutions.

5
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In ‘Chapter 7 we explore the impact of BEOG validation

procedures.

Finally, in Chapter 8 we prdvide,a comparison of the find-

ings from this project with findings -from a previous Quality

’

Control project conducted ‘in 19.78-79.
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- CHAPTER 2

o SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ON ERROR

] &
OVERVIEW OF TOTAL ERROR

In this chapter we present our estimates of award error in
the Basic Grant program in total and by its component parts--stu-

dent, processor, and institution. In Chapter 1 we presented the

.
“

defihition of total dollar error:

AD(3) - ED[SEI(*), COST(3), ENROLL(3)]

Total dollar error 1is the difference between actual and
planned disbursements recorded in institutional records in the
spring of 1981 less an expected disbursement calculated using the
"best" information on application data, cost of attendance, and

/ »
enrollment status. For 1980-81 we estimate total dollar error to

\

be $650 million, This is shown in Figure 2-1.

’ L]

In -some cases an insfitutional ovéra&ard canée%s gn
épplicatibn-fglated underaward, or vice versa. Therg&ore, the
sum of institutional and student error exceeds togal dollar
eerf. For 1980-81 we estihate.the sum of institutional and
stud%@t eérror to be $681'million.‘ In all, an estimated 71 per-
cené;?glthe’Basiq Grant reciéients represénted in our sample, o;
almoéi 1.7 million sgudentg, had awards that werg incorfecthgy $2
or more. . .

In Fiqure 2-2 we shmﬁ the distributi&ﬁ 6f Fecipiénts by

dollar discrepancy range. Just unéér/ﬁo percent of the recipi-

_ents had errors in excess of $50, and over one-third (34 percent)

had ‘errors in excess of $250, when student and ‘institutional

) - N+ ' n
()

5 2-1




ALL ERROR
(OVERAWARDS +
UNDERAWARDS )

NET ERROR
(OVERAWARDS -
UNDERAWARDS )

OVERAWARDS

UNDERAWARDS

Sum.of Errorl $681 M $403 M $542 M -$139 M

Doliar Error? $650 M $402 M $526 M -$124 M

% with Error3 1% C71% 50% 21%
: $388 $240 .$448 -$249

™

" Mean Dollar Error
for Those w1th
Errors

$170
i

’

% of Sum of Error 47% T 5y
Due to Student ' .
" Error .

Mean Dollar Error

.0 8275 o
Per Recipient -

v

1For any recipient, sum of error is-the] sum of student and institutional
error. - v L

3 ‘ . T .
ZFor any recipient, dollar error is the discrepancy between what was awarded
and what should have been awarded. ‘

>

" 3ynduplicated count of those with errof.

®» ' FIGURE 2-1°

ESTIMATED ERROR IN THE BASIC GRANT PROGRAM
© 1980-81 T

32




AWARD "ERROR

»

ALL STUDENT & .

INSTITUTION,
ERROR *

Ly

PERCENTAGE OF CASES

STUDENT &
INSTITUTION ERROR STUDENT ERROR
NOT INCLUDING NOT INCLUDING
AEP/FAT ERROR, AEP/FAT ERROR-

. $551 and less
$251 to $550.
$151 to - $250
$51 to - $150
$3 to $50

to $2

$50

3%

$150
$151 'to .~$250
$251  to $550

More than $550

.. FIGURE 2-2

DOLLAR ERROR BY RANGES

!




errors are both cons1dered When AEP/FAT error is not included

and only student\error is considered, 33 percent had errors . in

" excess.®of $50, and 25 percent -had errors in excess of $150

As FlgnLe 2-1 shows, ‘the value of overawards exceeded under—

awards by a ratio of more than four to one. Also, the frequency
* .

of overawards exceeded underawards by two and a'ﬁalf to one.’ The
i -
preponderanée of overawards results in a net dollar overaward of

J

an estlmatéd $402 million in 1980- 81 Thusa the average Ba31c

Grant recipient received $170wtoo much for - the 'year. ~ . o

Another way to disblay the overall error'findings is by cor-
DN . }

rect award, underaward, overaward to eligibles, and_ award to

-

ineligibles. ' This is shown in Figure 2-3." The 19 percent who

- ~ )
are in the ineligible category when AEP/FAT error is in¢luded as

.
-~ \

‘error are. there either because the data- we collected to verify
f N N *

+

their applications gave them a calculated index (SEIff]) greater

than 1;600 (an estimated 11 percent of the recipients) or because
of program regulations regarding.citizenship, eligible program, .a

bachelor's degree, satisfactory academic progress, or possession

of a statemen% of academic purpose or financial aid transcript
(a"n estimated 9 percent of the recipjjents). ~ Approximately 1

percent of the recipients were determined to be ineligible for

’ -

both reasons. 2'

-~

According to;regulations, the lack of an AEP and/or an FAT

in the recipient's financial aid- file makes the recipient ineli-

‘gible. This .is 2 procedural discrepancy which may have no pear -

ing dn student eligibility. When AEP/FAT error is not included,

o

4

QO

o




- ” SR
/,.. j’ . i \”
t Ve NEsl T CORRECT UNDER- - " OVERAWARDS = . AWARDS TO
<L ‘Ti AWARDS AWARDS: .70 ELIGIBLES “INELIGIBLES
' 3 S ‘l".:_ "‘"’;.:’_-,f""v‘ i_;"/‘: ’ j e <
Wlth AEPfFAE;EnrQr SR DT s
- percent of Rec1p1ents 29% 21% . his. 19%
Apprgx:.mate Number - - : *
‘of Recipients 680,000 - 500, 000 730,000 450, 000
] Without AEP/FAT Error.
@ i . o
Percent of Recipients 31% 23% 34% , 12%
, . 3
Approximate Number ‘ C s 2
of Recipients 730,000 540,000 800,000 280,000
- ¥ ’ ’

- FIGURE 2-3

. 'DISTRIBUTION OF ERROR

4t
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‘the percent ineligible falls to 12 percent. Iﬁ addition, the sum

of " error drops to $563 million and dollar error drops to §$527
" ~r million (see °Figure 2-4).

» In Chapter 1 we referred to seven types of error. ° F‘igure

2- 5/summar1zes -error assoc1ated with each group. The first type,
SE.kI‘ error, . was due to the appllcants In the next sectlon we

L4

ot examine SEI error more. closely. o <

OVERVIEW OF STUDENT ERROR

In Pigure 2-6 we break down the overall error of .Figure 2-1

3

into its institutional and student components. Student error,

-

‘that is, error resulting in the computation of an eligibility

index (SEEI[*]) whicéh causes a difference in award of more than $2

1

(see Chapter 1 for precise definition of student error), resulted

' EY
| in over 55 percent of the net error in grant disbursement.

- - . N . «

An estimated 38 percent of the recipients had errors, in

‘their applications which resulted in award error. More tHan 3

s 2 . . .

times as many recipients had application errors in their favor
- - 3

. (29 percent) than had errors resulting in underawards (9 per-
cent). " Further, the- aVerage oVeraward due to students was $398,

while the average underaward was o'nly $231.

3,

As footnote 3 of Flgureo 2-6 shows, the total estimated stu-

dent error rises (from $318 million to $352 million) if the lack

v

of an AEP or FAT on file'is not regarded as error. This 1is

because -in ‘our priority ranking we did not count application

C

error 1f a student was categorlcally ineligible for other rea-

sons. Removing one category of error (lack of AEP/FAT) allows

5 . &

R AP

D,
v




ALL ERROR NET ERROR. .
~ (OVERAWARDS +  (OVERAWARDS - .
UNDERANARDS) . UNDERAWARDS) * OVERAWARDS  UNDERAWARDS
;\ .

%

Sum of Errorl $563 M - 5257 M $410 M -$153 M

Dollar Errord ° C$527 M $256 M " $392 M -$135'M

A}

% with Error3 - 69% 69% 46% . 23%

Mean Dollar Error $324 $157 --$364 -$250
) for Those with
Errors

Mean Dollar Error $223 $109
Rer Recipient

% of Sum of Error . 63% - 96%
Due to Student ,
_ Error

i
t

-

lfor any rec1p1ent, sum of error 1s the sum of student and 1nst1tut1ona1
. error,

.2For any recipient, dollar error is the d1screpancy between what was awarded
- and what shou]d have been awarded.

’

3Undup11catgd cﬂ@nt of those with error.
4

-
~ *

! FIGURE 2-4

"ESTIMATED ERROR IF MISSING AEP OR FAT
IS NOT COUNTED AS ERROR




- . P ’ MEAN ABSOLUTE -
o RECIPIENTS PERCENT OF ALL  ERROR FOR RECIP-
WITH ERROR RECIPIENTS IENTS WITH ERROR
Student {SEI] Error - 897,000 38% $355
Student Error Not” R
Counting AEP/FAT Errorl - 968,000 41% *$364
Total Institution Error 991,000 42% " $366
l% . i
Institution Error Not g
Counting AEP/FAT Error . 873,000 37% $241
- ComponenAts2
AEP/FAT Error 181,000 7.7% $933
BA and Citizenship Error ‘ 4,000 2% - $849
: _Program’ Eligibility Error. 31,000 1.3% $789
Enroliment Status Error3 430,000 . 18.2% . $219
. Calculation Error3d * - 368,000 15.6% $-79
. - Cost of Attendance Error ' 354,000 15.0% $177

lyhen AEP/FAT error by institution is' notr counted as disbursement error, stu-
dent error grows in frequency and magnitude as a fdctor in overall disbursement
error.. This is because errors that were smaller than AEP/FAT in cases with
AEP/FAT error become significant and are counted once AEP/FAT error is ignored.
Such errors were subsumed by AEP/FAT error in the original calculations.

2Component figurés are computed independently for each type of error. The
. sum thereforge exceeds the total of all error, because error has been counted
more than once in all cases where more than one type of error occurs.

3estimated breakdown of instlitutional error component} using spring 1981 data.
Final component figures will be derived from institutional reconciliation
rosters as part of Stage Two of this project. . ,

.

‘ . FJGURE 2-5

-

- COMPONENTS 'OF BEOG DISBURSEMENT ERROR
: ~ 1980-81
|




. S L . . ' -
‘ R ALL ERROR ! " NET ERROR
: DOLLARS % OF RECIPIENTS MEAN_2 DOLLARS % OF RECIPIENTS  MEANZ -
; —
Institution Error3 $363 M 42% ) $364, - $181 M T4y $183
Student ErrorS . $318 M - 38 $3%5 T s222 M 38% . $247
Sum of Student & & .
Institution Errors .  $681 M 7134 $407 . $403 M - 71 $241
. - ' \ . . 2N
Jotal Dollar Error  $650 M . 71%4\\ $388 $402 M R2tA $239
T OVERAWARDING ERROR * UNDERAWARDING ERROR
) 'DOLLARS % OF RECIPIENTS  MEANS < . DOLLARS % BF RECIPIENTS  MEANS
__— Institution Error - $2;2 M - /56% $441 -$ 91 M 16% -$239 .
Lo |studenterror® © T s20m . 20x. $398 b L 231
.Sum of Student and o R . ' ) \ - )
Institution Errors $542 M . 5034 - . %462 -$139 M . 2134 -$279 ,
. - v } ! . ! te \
. Total Dollar Error $526 M © 5034 * $448 -$124 M "21%4 -$249 T
.\ . ’ ' ' M ‘»
M ¢ . ’ . 5 -
. ‘ lAmOl_mt of total 19t-itutiona] error plus 811 student error per recipient totaled ind/ewndently.
_2Mean for all recipients with error, . < '
3A11 disbursements .to students who are ineligible due to institutional error are counted as institutional
error in these computations. If SEI error among recipients missing affidavifs or statements of educational
purpose, or,financial aid transcripts, s added to this’figure, student error totals.$352 million (net
3 - Student error is $246 million)., .-° " -
4Unduplicated count. of 1nstitutiop-a;1,<i/9'r: student error. - ’
SMean for all students with overaward. (underaward). . . |
. ) . ’ - ‘ ' . FIGURE 2-6 ' .41
- N M . ] ’ 4 .
’ 21y - ESTIMATED INSTITUTION AND STUDENT ERROR, 1980-81
Q ’ e ' . ) ) .

CERIG . g \ . \ ' -
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recipients with this error to now be counted in with other recip- .

{

< ients who have application error. In Figure 2-7. we further brleak

. down the overall error excluding the lack of ‘an' AEP/FAT into its

Lnsggtutional and student.components. Net student error under

-

such terms was $246 million, and netsinstitutional error was S11.

_"million, for a total net overaward of $257 million.

<

We dischss student-related error in greater detail in Chap-

~

ter 3.

OVERVIEW OF PROCESSOR ERROR

An analysis of the error rates‘gﬁsécigteﬁﬁﬁith data entry by
Multiple Data Entry [MDE] applicatién processgrs revealed little
error. The results indicated an estimated l data entyy error for
every 1,667 data items. This -translates into 1 data entry error
for every .37 applications (2 7 pexcent). ‘

The Student Eligibility Report [SER] instructs applicants to
review the geport for incorrect data entry and to return the SER
to the processor 1if there are Qiscrepancies.) An estimated 78
percent of all data 'entry. errors 'nere never corrected by the

applicants. In fact, of all the data entry errors that were to

’ . ‘ N

the disadvantage of the applicant, 60 percent were- never cor-

rected by the:applicanti : 6 -

13

In Chapter 4 we discuss processor data enitry error 1in more

detail.

- S

OVERVIEW OF INSTITUTIONAL ERROR

; .
Figure 2-8 shows the incidence of categorical errors 1n sam-

ple‘data. Each of these t&pes‘of error 1is descrihed in. Chapter

p ]
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— ALL ERRORZ : NET ERROR
DOLLARS % OF RECIPIENTS DOLLARS % OF RECIPIENTS

Institution Errorl $211 M 37% . : $11 M - 37%

Student Errorl $352 M 41% $246 M a

Sum of Student & '
Institution Errors $563 M 694 - $257 M 6914

Total Dollar Error $527 M 69%4 , $256 M 69%4

»

OVERAWARDING ERROR UNDERAWARDING ERROR
DOLLARS * % OF RECIPIENTS MEANS DOLLARS % OF RECIPIENTS

Institution Error! $111 M 20% $236 ~$100 M 17%
Student Error $299 M 31% $403 -$ 53 M " 10%

Sum of Student and i , - -
Institution Errors $410 M 4634 $381 . -$153 M . 2334

" Total Dollar Error $392 M a6%4 - 4364 -$136 M 2334

1Miésing affidavits or statements of educational purpose and financidl aid transcripts are not
included as institutipnal error. Any cases with error greater than two dollars are included.

4

2Amount of error assggiated with all types of total institutional error plus all types. of student
error per recipient”totaled indépendently.

3Mean for all recipients with error.
4UndupHcated count of institution anQ/or student error.

S5Mean for_cases with error.
| ~ FIGURE 2-7

ESTIMATED INSTITUTION AND STUDENT ERROR NOT INCLUDING AEP/FAT ERROR, 1980-81




: / _ ' SAMPLE  WEIGHTEDL

‘ Holds B.A. Degree . : .13% L17%

Citize;ship : ' .04% .06%

No Affidavit, Statement of . 4.08% 3.74%

" Educational ‘Purpose )

No Financiél Aid Transcript © . 4,08% 4.10%

G : )

Progrqm Eligibility Errors )

’ Course less thén six months .923 .03%
Enrollment status.less than half time .11% .06%
Nondegrée stpdent - : .04% .06%.
Grant or loan default 4 .09% " .07%
Not maint;ining satisfaétory o 1.19% 1.23%

acad?mic progress . ' :
. Total Cagegorigqlly Ineligible Recipients 9.34% 9.1%

2
3y

i {

lPercentages have been adjusted to reflect sample weights for

validated and nonvalidated students. Because some students had
more than one kind of eligibility error, the percentages listed
dere add to different totals than those presented in Figure 2-5.

FIGURE 2-8 - \ j

CATEGORICALLY INELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS

A
Na

Q -

Ri(i . 2=-12 -




1. As the figure indicates, the only categorical items which
create serious problems for program integrity are the collection
"of affidavits of educational purpose, financial aid transcripts,
and, to a lesser extent, adherence to institutionél standards for
satisfa;tory academic progress for Basic Grant recipients.
Citizegship and bachelor's degree errors arE similar in that
both are the result of students misreporting or mis;gpresenting,
as well as matters f@r which institutions must take responsi-
bilityffof rectifying. As Figure 2-5 show;, total disburgements
to students who‘.are ineligible for either or both of these
rgisons average $849, but only .2 percent of the recipient popu-
lation were found to be ineligible on these grounds. Taken
together, program eligibility rfactors——stuaents enrolled less
than half time, sﬁudeg;a”in ln;ndegree programs, students in
default on loans.or grants, and students not maintaining satis-
factory adcademic prog;ess——add another 1.3 percent to the total
of ingligibie students. The largest;numbér of ineligible stu-
dents are those ineligible for disbursements bgbauée they do noéo
havelsigned statements or affidavits. of educational .purpose or
(for transfer students), financial a%d transcripts on file at the
institutions they attené. Corrective action already initiated by
ED for the 1982-83 award year should eliminate the probleﬁ_of
missinqystatements ofvéaucatiénal purpose.
“In additioﬁ to problems w}th categorical ineligibility, a-
portion of institutionél error 1is'due to incorrect monitoring of

cost of attendance or enrollment status qnd to calculation error




P

(a variety of bookkeeping and disbursement discrepancies). As
Figure 1l-1 showg, we estimate the absolute dollar discrepéncies
as;ociated with' these three types of institutional error to be
$63 million, $94 million, and $29 million'respectively, as of the
time of data collection (spring 1981).

Referfing back to Figure 2-6, you wﬁll’see that institution
related error accounted for an éstimated $181 million in net
overawards anq $363 million in total awara error. ’Enrther, 42
pércent of all récipients had award errors resulting.from insti-
tgtional error, with overawards outnumbering underawards by a

ratio of more than-1.5 to 1 (26 percent to 16 percent).

If we do not count a missing AEP or FAT as error, net over-

.awards associated with institutional error drop .to $11 million,

-

and total award error (overawards plus underawards) drops to $211
million. Thus, a missing AEP or FAT contributes virtually all of

thd net overaward and over 40 P%rcent of- the total award error

N

.

attributable to institutions. We discuss institution error 1in -

-

more detail in Chapter 5.

.




CHAPTER { _ .

RECIPIENT éhROR

This chapter exapines the errors made by rec1pL~
ents and their families in .applying for Basic Grants.
The chapter présents evidence relatlng to four critical
questions:

® - How'is reciptent error measured?

> ° What " are the kinds of recipient
error and how slgnlflcant aré these
errors? : .
e Who makes the errors? ) .
° What are the causes of the errorb?

os

The measurement of recipient error 1n this project

was based on comparlsons of verifying documentatlon for

.Basic Grant applications with the data~actug11y entered

by appllcants onto the applic¢ation form,cas indicated
by the Student Eligibility Report [SERJ. For each
student, data recorded on tlie SER have been compared to
appllcatlon verlflcatlon data obtained from studentJ
parent 1nterv1ews, students' financial aid” files, IRS
forms, financial. institution records, and tax asses-
sors’ records. For most of the analyses, no tolérance
is allowed for d1screpanc1es on nonmonetary ‘items.,, but
a $2 tolerance is allowed for monetary Ltems.

%

Applylng these standards among those cases for

most frequently .discrepant application. items wete
Social Security income, medical/dental expenses,. tui-
tions, cash/sav1ngs/check1ng account assets, and-* home
debt. Each of these items was incorrect .in. over 50 -
percent’ of the documented cases. . .

Exrors were somewhat lower on the critical items
for eligibility calculations. ' For example, among stu-

dents with documentation, 24 percent of the recipients

reported incoFrect adpusted gross income [AGI] data’,
and 41 ©percent of dependent! rec1p1ents reported
incorrect student/spouse income. - P
When the hase for error rates is defined as all
students' rather than those with documentation ‘on an
2

4 i ’

i

°

. whom relevant 1tem documentation is available,® the flve'

!

t




item, the five least accurate items become cash sav-
ings/checking account assets, earned income for the

head of the household, medical/dental expensés, home .

value, and home debt.. Each of these items was incor-

rect for,K over 24 percent of the sample cases. Not far -

behind were two of the crit¥cal items: ‘AGI (missed by
19 percent of the recipients) and student/spouse income
(missed by 19 percent Of - the dependent recipients).
Approximately 6 percent of the recipients reported
incorrect. dependency status, the great majority being
trie” dependents claiming independent status.

In terms of the dollar impact.Qf recipient error,
the ‘critical SEI items did far gore than the more fre-
quently discrepant items to contribute to the large net
overaward in the progran( Specifically,

® AGI contributed §i01 million of

¢ overaward to net program award

error, over twice as much as any
. other itém. "
‘o Student/spouse income for dependent
'students was second with a $43 mil-
. © lion overaward contribution to net .

. program error. ] .
- e ome equitQ' was third withe a’ $38
« million overaward contribution to ’ -
- net program error. . s ’
, ® Household {size was fourth with a

$33 million overaward contribiuition
to pet program error. )

°

. o’ Stude spouse assets for dependent
\\° students \were fifth wi%h a $26 mil- )
Yy lion’ over ward *contribution to net
program error.

o I3

. ° : &
Although these¢data “for all items cannot be totaled to
arrive at total recipient error, due to overlapping
errors on many applications, they do provide strong

guin_elines as to the most problematicd-areas of the -

appfication process. - -

’

&
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Among the tax filers, errors on critical items
were made far moére frequently by. those who estimated
their eventual tax return data than by those who used
completed tax return data. For example, 52 percent of

_those fiters estlmatlng AGI made errors, as opposed. to

19 percent of those using completed returns. The tim-

-ing of the application cycle may therefore be . impli-
. cated in many AGI errors. , ,

The causes of-these errors apparently are due,:at
least in part, to poor understanding of the application
form instructions. The items reported by recipients
and their families to be most difficult sto understand
(e.g., home debt, medical/dental expenses) were indeed
among those highest in actual discrepancies.

The .central .processor and ED were apparently the
least satisfactory sources of assistance for rec1p1ents
not understanding the form or the system, but a clear
majorlty of recipients qere satisfied w1th each pos-
sible ‘'source of assistance. ?

4

There is little evidence that assistance from aid
officers, ED, or other sources elimihates errors: how-
ever, since student error rates among those. assisted
were very similar to error rates among those not
assisted. * . i
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" BACKGROUND

lUnless otherwise noted, all of the data reported in this chap-

The Quality Control project uncovered erroneous application

_data for a large number of recipients. As noted in Chapter 2,

this erroneous .information translates into substantial error in

»

the size of students' Basic -Grant awards. This chapter examines

D

L . ’

errors made by recipients/ and their families in applying for
. N

Basic Grants.l Subgeqyent chapters wilJl examine the errors

made .by the other.actoi‘s in the Basic.?ant delivery 'system

~

(processors and institutions).

<

The Organization of the chapter reflects a sequence of ‘four

questions: How 1is rec1p1ent error measured? What are the Kinds
of recipient error and, how significant are these errors? Who

makes@ihe errors? wﬁat'are the causes of the errors? These
questions are sgccessively answered in the four sections of the
chapter: ; -

Pt 4
1. Measuring Recipient Error e

. . )
. 2. The Nature, and Extent of Recipient Error

3. The Distribution of Error among Recipient Groups

4. The Cayses of Recipient Error L
A )

MEASURING RECIPIENT ERROR . p

@

. . Y % . . .‘
The examination of recipient error was based on comparisons

of verifying documentation for applications (e.g., Pparents' tax"

.
©
-
\

i 1

ter are welghted to reflect the 2.36 million BEOG recipiept pool
at the point in the 1980- 81,app11catlon year at which the survey
was made. , . L

: ) 30
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.

returns) with the data entered by applicants onto the application

form, as indicated by the Student Eligibility Report -[SER]. For

each student, data recorded on the SER have beén compared to -

verification data obtained from student and parent interviews,

students' financial aid files, copies of Federal tax forms

released by students qﬁd parents, financial institution records,
3

{ ) .
and tax assessors' recoxrds. Unless otherwise stated, a

discrepancy is defined as follows: for nonmonetary items, any

difference Dbetween SER and verified data 1is recorded as a
]

discrepancy. For mopetafy items, a toleranee—~of up to $2 1is

allowed before recording a digcrepancy.1

- / R
For each SER item, we compared the -information supplied by

-

each student to the most reliable verified value obtained in ogf

e.
~

dgﬁa“collection efforts. When availabie, }hard" doéumehtation

o vaiues verified by ceftified, notarized, or 'otherwise
official documents--was given more weight than "soft" documenta-
tion such as unsigned documents, handwritten notes, or verbal
assertiops. When several hard items or sé&veral soft items we%g
present, ;e relied upon the hardesp documentation available for
that case.. in summafy,,for the error analysis we used the hard-

est available documentation for each item for each case.

-

lpata entfy or computing error at the processor could account
for some errors that would appear to be recipient error undér
this .mgthodology. To allow rejection of that hypothesis, the
extent and significance of uncorrected processor error must be
very low. Chapter 4 reveals: that, in fact, to be true. The
findings of this chapter therefore legitimately reflect recipient
error, not processor error. .

-«
R
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The "hardness" hierachy may be summarized as follows. Cop-

ies of Federal tax returns obtained direétly from the Internal
Revenue Service are considered the strongest documentatioh for
the SER';lems which can be verified by tax form data (AGI medical
and dental é}penséﬁ, number of gxemptiong, and taxes paid). Data
from financial institutions override other data for verification
of bank accounts, and data from tax assessors' récords override
other data on home value. Neéxt in order of verification s}rength
are parent and student data. Eor aépendent student cases, parent
data override student data on every item except those relating to

“student income and assets. Student data override parent datd for

all income items for independent students, but not for other

Ll

items. The® least strong verification data are those from Student
Record Abgtracts [SRAs] at aid offices. Hard . documentation from
these'recordi, however, overrides soft documentation from parent

or student interviews.

.

The extent of &ocumentation collected for each BEOG appli-

P .

cation is reported in Figure 3-1. For a number of item7, ;%su-

mentation was available for a majority of the samplé (e.g., bach=

.elor's "degrees, AGI). This was particularly true for validation
. " ‘

items. For others (e.g., tuitions, investment value), we were
L - . . .

able to collect any kind of documentation for only a small frac-

tion of the .sample. Often, families simply had no tuitions,
)

investments, or other -esoteric financial characteristic, so there

-
“ -

P . i
was nothing -to be documented for those 1items. For each of thq

~ N >

{
!

i

4
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RECIPIENTS WITH
HARD OR SOFT DOCUMENTATION

RECIPIENTS WITH
HARD DOCUMENTAT | ON2

ALL RECIPIENTS

$0F, * R % OF g
1TeM! TOTAL SAMPLE  DISCREPANT  TOTAL SAMPLE  DISCREPANT  § DISCREPANT
Cltizenship 49 2 87 1 1
Marital Status (Student) 1 28 92 2 4
Bachelor's Degree 57 0+, 97 o+ 0+
Live with Parents, 1979 17 1 94 2 . 2
Live with Parents, 1980 21 ° 3 95 5 5
Exemption, 1979 24 3 sg5 3 3
Exemption, 1980 NA “NA 84 6 5
Support, 1979 7 8 94 15 -15
Support, 1980 . . . 7 9 94 16 o7 "
Household Size . 15 17 92 22 22
Number In Postsecondary Educatlion 5 10 91 19 19
Marital Status (Household) , ! 20 o 9 4 2
Filed IRS . NA NA - 91 . 3 3 "
Estimated Taxes NA . VY 7 17 13
Number Exemptions 70 5 78 6 5
AdJusted Gross Income 70 23 T4 24 19
Taxes Pald, 1979 54 24 74 24% 19
Itemized Deductions 26 23 28 23 7
Soclal Security income, 1979 : 5 7 ) 12 70 9
Other Nontaxablie Income. 3 4, 56 . 79 16 14
Earned lncpme (Head of Household) 6 47 .80 42 36
Earned income (Spouse) 3 41 41 34 15
Medical /Dental ‘Expenses - 29 66 L 53 58 32
Tuitions 4 61 8 54 4
Cash/Savings/Checking 28 - 80 . 72 52 40 x
Home Value 33. 62 T 64 43 29
Home Debt .23 68 44 51 24
Investment Value ! 44 9 34 3 .
Investment Debt 1 41 9 16 2
-| Busliness/Farm Value 1 37 61 . 6 .4
lBus!ness/Farm Debt . 1 62 . 63 5, 3
‘| VA Educational Benefits, Monthly 2 54 ) 92 - 2 2
VA # Months [ . 21 ¢+ 3 24 1
Soclal Security Income, 1980 R <. 38 . 1 ) 38 o+
Soclal Security # Months, 1980 A I b 1- 17 T o+
Income, 1979 (Student+Spouse) 413~ 413 443 413 193
Assets (Student+Spouse) 173 533 7 . 253 213

'Undorl!ned 1tems are . required data elements for BEOG valldation,.-
2N denctes fhe fact -that hard documenfaflon cannot *extst (by definition) for fhls 1tem,

3Porconf of depondenf students,

)

~

FIGURE 3-1

DOCUMENTATION AND DIé%REPANGY PATTERNS FOR THE VARIOUS

APPLICATION ITEMS ;

™

-

) °
(>
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items criticai to SEI calculaoioo,’however, the exteni of. docu-
mentation ool}eoted is vefy "good, even among  nonvalidated
students. ‘

.-To assure‘that the quality of the hard, documentation pro-
vided interviewers‘by parents aﬂo studentavwas adequate for study
purposes, Advanced Technology compared the 1nformatlon they pro—
vided w1th secondary documentatlon obta;ned from the IRS, tax
‘ossessors, and f1nanc1a1 1nst1tutlons. Wlth the exceptlon of

home value, medical/dental expenses, and cash[savings/cheqklng,

. N 4 2
the match. for each item checked was correct within $2 in more

?, -

‘than SOggircent of the cases.

. e
w Y ‘ . °
THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF RECIPIENT ERROR

Discrepanciles between §;;1ication data and verification data

‘are used in this chapter to measure inaccpracies in the informa-

t ' A
tion reported by applicants. Unless otherwise noted in the chap-

ter, all student error is reported, regardless of the level of
overlapping institutional error for a student's case. The reader

4
should bear in .mind the distinction’ between application error

(e.g.;.error of over $2 on mooetary items) and student-caused
‘award error, as reported in Chapter 2 and eleewhere: , The latter
occofs for only a subset of ~cases having the éormer kind of
error. Many of the application errors geeported in this <chapter
have no effect on awards at all. O '

- It must also be carefully noted that overell dis&epancy
“r;tes are dependegg,upon‘the aveilabiliiy of verifyingvdocoménf
tation. Those applice;ion items tending toaheve.exeensive hard

51

.
I -




-

documentation ﬁhfhshowihigher discrepancy rates than other items

. [ -

' -

having less documentation, even though those other itéms may in

>

fact be freduEnﬁly' misreported. In additioh, the discrepancy

g

-rate for all retipients may be much lower than that for only

those with hard documentation for those items whigﬁ very few
' , )

.

recipients have (e.g., business value). For these reasons, we
present in Figure 3-1 é:ror rates which reflect strong documenta-

tion separately from- rates which reflect either soft or hard

>
L]

documentation and from rates for the sample of all recipients as

a whole, regardless of level of documentation.

- -

Generaily, in the chapter téii and tables following the dis-

cussion of Figure 3-~1, unless otherwise noted? error data. are

presented for all recipients, regardless of their documentation

L]

or lack thereof. fhe rationale for this approach is that many

recipients -have no Social,Security, VA income, or other esoteric

+

. -” s, .
application rescurce, and to base total program error estimates'

only on those who have dodumentation would be to misweight

. L]

various factors in overall. error. For example, it may be that a
majo}ity who have VA income misreport it, but most recipients do

not have it. It therefore cannot be inferred that a majority of

M 2 » o=

recipients misrgport it. Total error would be overestimated.

- t

Errors iﬁ‘gppliéation‘lte?; in General . Lo
Error‘rétes based on hard documentétioq are reported in the

second column of Figure 3-1. bata here repres?nt the percentage

of §eople.among those having hard documentation who have discrep-

. ‘%gcie%'in an item. The fourth column shows the error rates for

h}

v
3 e
o - /
. ’
.

t

(»
A
a

-
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\ . \
all who had either s&fb or hard documentation on an item. The

fifth 'column shows errdr rates £3r all rec1p1ents, regardless of

their doctumentation. leferénces 1n discrepancy data for va11— -

[

dated and nonvalidated recipients were analyzed but revealed
generally similar patterns, so these are not presented here.
"The data in Figure 3-1 reveal that item discrepéﬁg§ rates

are gsimilar for those with hard documentation and those with

W 4 an

either hard or soft documentation. Because not all recipients

-

have each item in their' own financial picture, there are major
dlfferences on some items between error rates for those with hard
or sdft documentatlon and rates for all recipients regardless of

documentatlon (for example, examlne/ﬁﬁe respective error rates

for tuitions).
The rates also, vary'widely between items in each discrepancy

column. In general, error rates were highest for items.not crit-
) i s . v - ' :

jcal to SEI calculations. Still,- a number of critical items,

including AGI, taxes paid in ﬂ979, dependent student and spouse
income, earned income portions, and dependent student and spouse

~

agssets were found to be discrepant in at least 20 percent of the

»

documented recipient populap?ig.

Of particular importanc® to program outlays in BEOG is the

finding that AGI, the single most importént item 1in the

.ellglblllty formula, was incorrect for 24 percent of the

rec1p1ents‘ having documented AGI - and 19 percent of all
recipients. Also highly important for budget purposes is the

fact that the number in postsecondary educdtion, another critical
. 14

FY . . P
< [y
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SEI factor, was incorrect for 19 percent of documented cases and

19 percent of all recipients. = .

The strict definition of error in Figure 3-1 (greater
than $2 discrepancy on monetary items, any discrepancy on other
items) may distort the significance of item discrepancies. For

example, one might argue ,that only AGI errors of over $200 merit

»

ED concern. Figures 3-2 and 3-3 depict the distribution of dis-
crepancies by size 'fo? Xey application items. These figures

include data for students ,for whom we could find no documen-

;ation.

-~ .

- The figures show that in most instances item discrepancies

[}

on key SEI items are .concentrated in a narrow range below and

aﬁove;the true values for the item. But we also see a marked

tendency toward student misreporting that leads to overawarding

error. In other words, taxes paid are generaily overreported,
income is generally underreported, assets are generally

underreported, and so forth. The ‘ range ‘of misrepérting isg

greater among dependent:;students, probably because dependent,

recipient families have a wider range of incomes and assets.

A useful summary approach to the data of Figures 3-2 and 3-3

is the examination of the percentages within different error

N ’ . Vs .
ranges. Figure 3-4 reveals that medical and dental” expenses,

along with cash/savings/checking, are the application items most

likely to contain disc;epancies of over $2 for dependent stu-

.
~

dents. There is a” $§500 tolerance for Basic Grant validation:
checks of the various family income items for, dependent recipi-~

ents, and the figure reveals that for each item about 90 percent

r g
L} « 7
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PERCENT OF RECIPIENTS

DISCREPANCY OTHER CASH/ DEPENDENT
BETWEEN FALL SER & TAXES PAID, NONTAX. SAVINGS/ : STUDENT
VERIFIED AGURES 1w ABLE CHECXING ASSETS

INCOME \

v

-$10.001 and Less ) 0
5,001 to -10,000 . ) 0.1
2,001 to -5.000 2 |. o . 0.6
-1,001to -2,000 . X . 0.7
501 to -1.000 : \ ‘0.9
-301 to -500 . . . 0.6

' -201 to -300 X ‘ ! \ 0.4
-101 to -200 . X 0.6
51to -100 . X . 0.8

30 50 . o 05
2t02' . . ' . 88.5

3t0 60 ) ; 0.5
S1to100 ° : . 02

101 to 200 . ) 05

v 201 to 300 . . . 0.3
3)‘! to 500 , .6 + X 0.7
501'to 1,000 ) . 0.8
1.001 to 2,000 8 16
2,001 to 5.000 . . . 1.5
', 5,001 to 10,000
* - Over 10.000

fIncludes those with no discrepancy

FIGURE 3-2

EK ‘ PERCENTAGES OF DEPENDENT STUDENTS HAVING
DISCREPANCIES OF VARIOUS MAGNITUDES ON KEY IPEMS
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DISCREPANCY

BETWEEN FALL SER &

VERIFIED FIGURES

PERCENT OF RECIPIENTS

ADJUSTED
GROSS
INCOME

TAXES PAID,

1978

¥

. SOCIAL
SECURITY
INCOME, 1979

OTHER
NONTAXABLE
INCOME

CASH/
SAVINGS/
CHECKING

MEDICAL/
DENTAL
EXPENSES

~$10,001 and Less
-5,001 to -10,000
-2,001 to -5,000
-1,031 to -2,000
-501 to -1,000

, -301 to -600
-201 to -300
-101 to -200
-51 to -100

-3 to -50

2to0 2'

3to 50

61 to 100

101 to 200

201 to 300

301 to 500

501 to 1,000
1,001 to 2,000
2,001 to 6,000,
5.001 to 10,000
Over 10,003

0.2
04
09
1.7
22
11
04
1.0
1.0
28
84.3
0.9
@
03

0
0
0.

6.3

03

05

02

04

05

14

18
0.7

0
0.1
0.4
0.3
0.1

04
03
0.1
0.1
0.4

9.7
08’
02
05
0.
02
03
02
0.1

' 0
.

D1
03
05
10
16 .
13
36
26
8.1
688
a4
28
20
11
11
07
02

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

h J

'Includes those with no discrepancy ,

FIGURE 3-3

PERCENTAGES OF INDEPENDENT STUDENTS HAVING
DISCREPANCIES OF VARIOUS MAGNITUDES ON KEY ITEMS

1
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PERCENTAGE OF RECIPIENTS WITHIN VARIOUS
DISCREPANCY RANGE'S
) - ‘More Than
-$100 -$500 - -$1,000 a $1,000
ITEM i -$2 to 21 to 100! to 5001  to 1,0001 Discrepancy
Adjusted Gross Income 80.4 84,7 88.8 92.2 7.9
.Taxes Paid, 1979 79.1 85.4 94.7 - 97.6 2.4 -
Social Security Income, ‘
1979 . 89.9 91.1 93.9 95.5 . 4,6
Other Nontaxable' Income 88.5 90. 3 93.4 95.1 5.0
Cash/Savings/Checking 59.9 73.0 87.3 92.0 7.9
Medical /Dental Expenses = 63.7 77.1 93.1 98.1 2.0
Dependent Student Income 82.2 87.4 94.4 97,5 2.6 }
Dependent Student Assets 80.4 S\?O .8 - 9.7 99,0 1.1

* lncludes those with no discrepancy.

| g0 ! -
| | | Al
| ’ ‘ FIGURE 3-4 - .

P

. THE RANGE OF DISCREPANCIES ON MONETARY ITEMS
: / AMONG DEPENDENT STUDENTS
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2

of the recipients meet this criterion. There is no allowed

tolerance for dependent student income and assets, but the dis-

)

crépancfes of over $2 on these items are only slightly less
frequent than those for the parental income items examined.

Figure 3-5 Epresents compar?ble data for independentr stu-

.
.

dents. For validation of independents, only a $100 ‘income
toleraﬁce is allowed by t&g BEOG program, 5ut as with dépendenés;
the gréat majority of fecipients fall “within the income toler-
ance (e.g., 89.5 pe;dent reported an AGI within the "allowable
range). Also similar to the pattern for the dependents is the

highar’incidence,of discrepancies wWf over $2 for liquid assets

and medical and dental expenses. Overall, independent recipients

han dependents to fall within the

‘e

were slightlyg more likely
various dollar discrepancy ranges. As Jjust mentioned, this
greater accuracy 1is probably due to their generally lower assets

and income.

Errors in Dependency Status -

Special data collection and analysis efforts were devoted to
verifyiné recipients' dependency status, since it is é critical
element 1in the BEOG award process. In thosg _cases Jiere
dependency status was determined ta bg‘incorréct, we reassigned
séudegts to the correct status and récomputed tﬁgir SEIs and
awards accordingly. While the sample SER data show 38.4 percent
of Basic Grant recipients to be indegendent, oﬁr verification

» Lok
data in Figure 3-6 show the actual number to be only 32.8

percent. Stated another way, approximately 6 percent of those
a




!
PERCENTAGE OF RECIPIENTS WITHIN VARIOUS
DISCREPANCY RANGES

More Than
, -$100 -$500 -$1,000 a $1,000
ITEM -$2 to 21 to 1001 to 500! to 1,000l - Discrepancy

Adjusted Gross Income 84.3 §9.5 ) 92.9 95.6
Taxes Paid, 1979 87.9 92.3 98.9 99.8

¢

Social SeEUrﬁty Income, .
1979 . 95.7 97.0 98.5 98.9

Other Nontaxable Income _  83.8 86.2 92.7 95.4
Cash/Savings/Chécking 68.8 86.6 97.3 99,0

Medical/Dental Expenses 81,0 d-ga.s 98,2 99.6

-lncludes those with no discrepancy. : ﬁ,\/

FIGURE 3-5

THE RANGE OF DISCREPANCIES ON M(SNETARY ITEMS | : j
"AMONG INDEPENDENT STUDENTS '




TOTAL ACTUALLY TOTAL ACTUALLY
INDEPENDENT DEPENDENT ) TOTAL

., Independent )
~Status Clajmed 32.43' 38.4%

ZDépendent c
Status Claimed ’ 61.6%

Total - 100.0%

FIGURE 3-6

-

ERRORS IN CLAIMED DEPENDENCY STATUS
(PERCENT OF ALL RECIPIENTS)




-—

claiming to be independent were actually dependent. Conversely,
SER data show only minimal incidence of true independents claim-

ing to be dependents.‘ Overall, dependency status error occurred

. in slightly over 6 percent of all recipients.

Strikingly, replacing incorrect dependency data with correct
0';

data and recalculating SEI led to a corresponding change from

eligible to 1ineligible status in about one-fifth of these

incorrect cases. In other words, stricter verification of

w

dependency status would lead to ineligible status for approxi-

mately 1 percent of all reJ@Eients of Basic Grants. This locus

of program error is discussed in detail in Volume 2, Corrective

Actions. \ . -

”

Figure 3-7 reveals that the particular items which contrib-

v

ute most to error on dependency status are the Hwo questions
‘regarding financial support from p;atrents.1 Examinjkion of sep-
arate analyses not presented here reveals that validation has
little effect on these patterns: ‘

Figure 3-8 shows the relative size _and incidence of grant
’;rror for dependent and independent BEOG gcipients in 1980-81.
These data reinforce the findings from the earliér analysis (see

. .

Figures 3-4 and 3—5):\ student (SEI) error was more likely to

occur among dependerits (38 percent had SEI-caused overawards and
1

11t is possible to hHave errors on some dependency items without
having the wrong status overall, so the percentages in Figure 3-7
are larger than the 6 percent of recipients having categorically
incorrect dependency status.

)

0o
Ul
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PERCENT HAVING
ITEM ERROR ON. ITEM
Lived with Parents in 1979 ! 2%
o ‘Lived with Parents in 1980 . 5%
Taken as Tax Exemptio'n‘inz\l979 3%
Taken as Tax Exemption in 1980 - 5% ’
$750 Support from Parents i¥ 1979 - 15%
$750 Support from Parents in 1980 17% -
AN

.
-
LI
: S >
~ -
- On‘ @

FIGURE 3-7

PERCENTAGE, OF RECIPIENTS HAVING
ERROR ON DEPENDENCY STATUS ITEMS

» ~ "‘ -
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DEPENDENT INDEPENDENT
RECIPIENTS RECIPIENTS
(Sample N=2,804) (Sample N=1,280)
Total Error . , ‘ ;
Underawards E )
Percent with Underawards 20% ) 24
Mean Underaward -$230 -$281
Overawards ‘ )
Percent with Overawards 55% . 39%
Mean Oyeraward $447 $451
Institution Error
Underawards A
Percent with Underawards 13% T 22%
. Mean Underaward -$221 -$261
Overawards N
Percent with Overawards 24% 31%
Mean Overaward $446 $435
Student Er'ror
Underawards )
Percent with Underawards _ - 11% . ) 4%
. Mean Underaward , -$214 ‘ -$319
Overawards - - .
Percent with Overawards - 38% 108 °
Mean Overaward , $391 . $453
Summary Error Statistigs,
Net Error in Dollars. R $3le M . $ 86 M
! . .
Percent of Net Error : ‘ 79% 21%
Percent of Recipient Population 67% 33%

~

FIGURE 3-8

.-

i RELATIVE SIZE AND INCIDENCE OF DISBURSEMENT ERéOR
AMONG INDEPENDENT AND DEPENDENT RECIPIENTS -
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4

11 pércenF.had SEI-caused un¢erawérds) than indepedﬁents (10 per-
cent had SEI-caused ‘overawards ahd 4. percent had. SEI-caused
underawards). Dependents were £hus sigqificantly more ﬁikely ?o
receive overawards gue to student error,dveréll, whereas~tﬁey
were only slightly more ‘'likely to receive underawards dqg to
student error. When instit&tional error data are 1included, the

- > . ¥
differences between the groups become smaller due to the over-
\ . »

. . ' : ) ..
representation of independents among those students whose insti-

v

tutions err in award disbursements. :

©
3

The dollar data show that, overall, the fraction of net
award error accoeunted for by dependent students (79 percent) was

somewhat higher than their representation (67 percent) in the

recipient population.(ﬂxij average size of individual overawards
was about the same for 1 dépendent and dependent students ($451

‘and  $447 :espeééibely), so "the slight overrepresentation of
L . . -3

dependents in total net dollar error (i.e., overawards) is due to
two factors., First, as mentioned above, dependent students more
P .

often had an overaward (55 percent compare¥ xo 39 percént),’and'

second, averageé underawards were larger in dollar, terms for

hd N
- >

independent students.

-
°

The Rel3tive Effects of Error on the Various Application Items

. P . . : . .
The relative importance of error in a particular application

item on award error can be estimated by computing .the impact of

each item on the calculation of students' SEIS and, subsequently,

4

their BEOG awards. Figure 3-9 reports this information. For

this figure, SER data were used to compute a baseline figure,
: . .

3




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RESULT ING

o RESULTING AWARD  INCREASE IN

, ERROR (NET AWARDS PER STU-

= APPLICATION 1 TEM IN MILLIONS) 'DENT (NET)2 RANK
‘Adjusted Gross Income> $101 $43 1
-Income, 1979 (Student + Spouse) L 18 2
Home Equity 8 - , 16 3
Household S1ze ‘ 33 14 4
Assets (Studant + Spouse) . 2% BT 5
Nontaxable Income (Other Than Social Security) 22 9, 7
Investment Equity > S 14 ‘e 8
Number In Postsecondary Educaflony;; ] 14 6 9
éash/Savlngs/Checklng 8 3 10
Business Equity 7 3 R
VA Educational Benefits, Monthly . 2 1 ) 1"
Taxes Pald, 1979 0. o+ 12

. Marital Status, Student ' 0 0+ 13
Social Security Income, 1979 0 o+ 14
Medical /Dental Expenses -1 0- 15
éarn;d Income (Head- of Househol!d) ¢ ; -1 ( 0- 16
Tudtions -2 -1 177
Earned income (Spouse) ’ -2 -1 18

! For policy purposes, the data from our sample are extrapolated to program-wide error levels,
Note that there is substantial overlap of error amounts, so column total Is larger than -actual
total student error, Data are rounded to the nearest milllon,

2 pata are rounded to the nearest doliar,

3 Includes estimates of error drawn from tax data for students found to have flled under the

incorrect dependency status,

FIGURE 3-9

.
23

THE RELATIVE IMPACTS OF ERRORS IN_BEOG APPLICATION ITEMS

ON TOTAL GRANT 'DISBURSRKRMENT ERROR

¢

¢




L od.e., the total figure which would ﬁave been ewprdeditd all the ..

\.studente in our- sample .if no institut};nal errbr were made. To
coméute the impaét of error in each SEI element,.we eubstituted-
in the focal item the verified values for the SER velue for each

case ﬁaving a discrepancy in that %tem) then calculéted the award

5aeed onlthat'single corréct‘item and tﬁe other uncorrected SER

items{ 'Again, institutibnalgerror does not affect the new aw;rd
) figure cqrrectedvfor_one item. ‘ |

The effect of uéipg correct information for an item is thus
the difference between () the sum of awards calculated using the-

‘verified value for that item along with the uncorrected SER

values for all other items and (2) the sum of awards ealculated

using uncorrected SER values for -all items. While the frequency

~

of there belng more than one d;screpancy per appllcatlon 1mp&1es

LY

that the per -item errors reported in Flgure '3-9 cannot be totaled

without double—co::tigg,/the figure does- provide a useful frame-
work for assessinfg the relative importance of individual SER

items as sourées of SEI and award error.

Fi e 3-9 reﬁeais that the three prime sources of award
- . ' :

error in dollar terms are AGI, student and spouse income, and
home ‘equity. _The AGI figure is by fdr ‘the greatest contributor

!
\

to award error, accounting for $101 million in net error -and an

“ 1 - .
average of $43'in overaward for .each BEOG recipient. This implies

.that «the implementation of procedures to verify AGI for all -

applicants could result in very  large savings' in disbursement’ .

error. - A ”

.7 ' ;:3“—23‘ ‘ - . ,
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\ In fact, in'a seoarate analysis of the data of Figure 3-9,
. J 3
we found that the four items on> the IRS 1040 form (AGI, taxes
“ paid, number Of exemth,ons, and medlcal/dental expenses) together

add $126 million to award error, after\overlaps between the’ four

are omitted. 1In response to these f1nd;ngs,)Chapters 3 and 7 of

Volume 2 (Correctlve Actlons) address, varlous approaches' for:'

[y . ’\A
'

,1mplement1n9 verlflcatlon procedures for IRS~- related items. |
/v, .
THE DISTRIBUTION OF ERROR AMONG RECIPIENT GROUPS
3 . ) \/ V. - o
When students misreport ‘their application data, "the dis-=

"k

4

tribution of Basic Grants is adversely affected, Id‘addition,

program management can be mlsdlrected by poor ”summary data on
recipients' background. The red1str1but1ve effects of.appllcant

misreporting can be demonstrated byvcomparing or various dgroup-

ings of applioants (1) the awards calculated for students ‘based
3, .

' .ot

‘on data provided in their applications, (2) awards based on all R

. . Y N
verified application data, and (3) final awards.l “Thi's kind of’

&

analysis was conducted, focusing .on inc0me,‘household‘size,'and,

b

, -
tax filing status. ‘

LY . . 0 - t 4 .
- ] - * u\

LA
-t

lThroughout our analysis "verified" data are, defined as the
best evidence available for each SER element. In cases whére no
doclimentation was obtained, data supplied -in BEOG'- applications
are.used in SEI calculations. Throughout the analysls "applica-
tion" or "SER" award data, are defined not as actual final award
data but rather as data for awards as they would have been if no
institutional errors or application changes occurred. When
students misxeported dependency status, their reported ‘data are ,
from the application, their "verified" data are the true- base
1ncghe (e.g.; parents' AGI), and the students are placed in the
tables for their -true dependency status.

1 -~
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“the incomes' of those who left the income field blank,

\ . .

it/}s very .important to note here that only applicants who
had an AGE figureé on the SER and the cemputed applicant record
are. repregented in the figures and discussion in this section

P

(Figures 3-10° through 3-17). A comprehensive+analysis of the

.

redistributive effects of applicant error would need to consider

who became

3 4

supplemental filers (and therefore had their income field blanked

by the computer system at the central proceséor), and who cannot

be matched by computer in a sﬁraightforward.fashion at the cen-

tral processor. Within the constraints of this study,
» ) *

it is best 'to pursue a conservative analytic apgroach on this

we believe

matter, avoiding the inferences, essentially guesswork, required

to present redistribution data for the students without available

’

information on the -~.system recdrds. however,

. %
interview data to provide a general idea of the incomes of those

AGI We can, use

e J

« not included in the analyses due to missing official AGI infor-

based on FppI&catlon and verified data.

the ranges for dependent students'

matiOﬂEJ Over 90 percent fell into the lowest income category'(so

to 5, 9§§ for/aependentg, $O0 to 2,999 for'indepgndents).

P

Error among leferent Income Groups ) .

‘Eachr student was classified 1nto one of flve income groups

The ranges of income

- - . B -(‘l. Vs - ' -
.uséd to' classify independent students are somewhat smaller than

families, due-to independents'

-

lower»ihcomés. i .o SN . ,
. - v s ) \ . .
Flgures 3=10 and 3 11 show the dlstrlbutlon of -final dis-

[

bqrsed BEOG awards“Tcalculated by FAOs on the basxs of applica-

tion data and 1nclud1ng institutional errors) in the context of
. r p’ -
] - o ‘. - ! .
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1 ,

. VERIFIED AGI

APPLICATION AGI2 $0-5, 999 $6,000-11,999  $12,000-17,999 ' $18,000-23,999  $24,000 +
’ 4
$0-5,999
Awards: $211 M! $36 M $23 M $23 M $30 M
N: : 200, 000 33,000 20,000 22,000 28, 000
$6,000-11,999 .
Awards: ) $279 M $16 M $6 M $.025 M
N: . 13,000 271,000 6,000 100
L 4
$12,000-17,999 ‘
Awards: $.4 M $237 M $6 M $.3 M
N: 700 - 7,000 250,000 300
$18,000~23,999
. Awards: -~ - 2 M $. T M $158 M $10 M
N: 1,400 eop 3,000 222,000
$24,000 + - 4 o : . :
Awards: : o $.T M 2 M - $1 M $108°M
N:\i 0 400 . 1,400 2,000 208,000

M denotes a milllon, in this and subsequent tables in this chapfer;

2 Only appllcants for whom AG|.3afa are avallable are included,

FIGURE 3-10 ) \

DISBURSED AWARDS TQ DEPENDENT STUDENTS
BY APPLJCATION -AGI AND VERIFIED AGI
]

. -
,
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VERIFIED AGI
APPLICATION AGI! $0-2,999 $3,000-5, 999 $6,000-8, 999 $9,000-11,999  $12,000 +
{ ]
|
$0-2, 999 |
Awards: $232 M $12 M $.3 M $.8'M $1M
N: 235,000 12,000 700 1,300 1,500
. $3,000~5,999
Awards: $3I M $131 M $3 M . $2 M
: N: 7,000 149,000
$6,000-8,999
Awards: $I M
N: 1,600
2
$9,000-11,999 .
Awards:_ $.7 M
N 800
$12,000 + } ‘ .
Awards: $1 M $1 M $,07 M $.7 M $16 M-
LE . 2,000 800 100 700 32,000

» .

! Only applicants foﬁ‘whom AGl data are avaliable are Included,

FIGURE 3-11

DISBURSED AWARDS TO‘INDEPENDéNT STUDENTS
BY APPLICATION AGI AND VERIFIED AGI
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|

verified data, for dependent and independent students, respec-
tively. Each of these tables can bg broken down into components. |

Accurate estimations are found on the diagonals (running from

upper left to lower right) where students' applications and. our
verified information concur in classifying students into income

categories.l . Low estimations, which lead to overawards, are

pra

“ found in the upper right +triangle (above the diagonal) where

i

students' applications indicated smalller incomes than did our

verifiedvinférmation. High estimations, which,lead to under-
po

awards, are found in the lower left triangles (selow the diag-
onal) where students' applications indicated larger incomes than
did our verified information. i

\ Beginning with the first row of Figure 3-10, we see that
200,000 dependent recipients had réported family AGIs of $0-5,999
and also verified AGIs of $0-5,999. Thesé recipients feceivgd
'$211 million in awards. There were, however, a total of 103'090,.
adependent recipients who reported AGI figures of $0-5,999 but
whose- verified AGIs Were at or over $6,000; 70,000 of the;e had

b

verified AGIs at or over $12,000. Dependent student application

&
i
data led to the distribution of $76 million in awards to students

who claimed to have AGIs of under $6,000 but who had verified

incomes of at least $12,000;. On the other side of the diagonal,
| e

1The term "accurate" in these figures refers to both the appli-
cation and verified AGI figures falling within a given income
range category, not to the $2 tolerance range used in other anal-

yses. In other words, these are more forgiving standards of
accuracy. ad ' '




o

v

recipients in the lowest verified income category were the most
likely to have ovérréported their AGIs. The proportion of

recipients with verified AGIs in a lower" category than reported

.
e

AGIs 1is app:qximaiely 8 percent for those in the lowest verified
AGI group, 3 perceAt for the_verified $6,000-11,999 group, 2 per-
cent ¥ for thelverifi; $12,000-17,999 group, and only 1 percent
for the $18,000-23,999 verified sg;:oup. These results in sum
‘impyy that overawards are clustered in higher income groups and
underawards 1in lower income groups, as should be expectea.

Figure 3-11 repeats the same}analysis for "independent étﬁ-
dent%;v/Thosé who reported AGfQ of under $3,000 in 1979 received
a total of $246 million; of-< this, °$14 million went to
underreborteﬁs, i.e., students with verified AGIs of $3,000 or
more. A total of $2 million went to students with incomes of

»

$6,000 or more. The income group most likely to underreport AGI
figures among ihdependents is the group with verified ingomes' of
$12,000 o£ more. Approximately 14 pe;cent of this/é:jj:%were
ﬁnderreporters. ’
Among independents, the proportion of students underreport-
ing their AGIs to those overreporting was approximately 1.3-to 1:
whereas it was 4.9 to 1 among dependent students. The proportion
with basically accurate income reports (i.e., yithin the correct
income- band) was 87 percent among dependents and 92 percen£ am%né
independenté.fA Overall, therefo:://e;he results of the t;o

.analyses are quite similar in general accuracy levels but quite

different as to the directions of the inaQfuracies. As +implied

’+
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by Figure 3-8, net overawards from student misreporting are a far
greater problem among dependents than among independents.

Fig;;Z 3-12 presents the difference between awards calcu=
lated from verified application data and aw;rds ‘calculated fromi
SER (éorrectedf data for dependent students. Unlike Figdres 3-10
and 3-11, no institution error is included. Large discrepancies
appear for those students whose reported (application) AGIs fall
into the same category as their verified AGIs, reflecting-the
Importance of within-group application error of various types 1in

/
the calculation of incorrect SEIs. These results temper some-
what the comfort one might derive from the accuracy level of
approximately 90 percent on income category reporting (see Fig-
ures 3-10 and 3-11). \ )

Nevertheless, overéwards to those underreporting by major
amounts account for an§ignificant proportion of total overawards.
About $88 million would be distributed (if no institutional error
occurred) to dependent students significantly underreporting AGI
by at least one AGI intérval. Figure 3-13 reveals a similar pat-
tern for independent students: ’recipient error falls' mainly
wjihin the reported AGI categories, but $12 million woulé be dis-
tributed on the basis of SER error alone to categorically higher
income récipients. From a policy perspective, overawérds dque to
major misstating of income by independents and dependents are
both a significant and easily remedial source of BEOG progfam

error.. Appropriate corrective actions are presented in Volume 2,

Chaptéfs 3 and 7.

)
7
‘o,
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g ~ -
VERIFIED AGI

APPLICATION AGIr $0-5,9§9 $6,000-11,999 $12,000-17,999 $18,000-23, 999 $24,000 +
$0<5,999

‘Award Discrepsncles +$17T M +$12 M +$15 M +$17 M +3$26 M

# of Reclpients 200,000 28,000
$6,000-11,999

Award Discrepancles +$,025 M

# of Reciplents 13,000 100
512,000-17,3p9

Award Discrepancies -$.2 M +$,2 M

# of Reclpients 700 300

«

$18,000~-23,999

Award Discrepancies | =-$,7 M +3$38 M +36 M

# of Reclipients 1,400 800 ﬁ' 3,000 222,000
$24,000 +

Award Discrepancles 0 +$,04 M +$,2 M +$37 M

# of Recipients H 0 400 ° 1,400 2,000 208,000

!

1 Only appiicants for whom AGI data are avaiiable are Inciuded, A cell is read as follows,

using the upper ieftmost cel!l as an example: of the group of 200,000 students whoie reported gnd'
verified appiication data placed them in the $0-5999 AGI category, a total of $17 million iIn
overawards due to student error is estimated to have occurred in 1980-81, /

<

/\ FIGURE 3-12

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN AWARDS CALCULATED FROM APPLICATIONS
AND TOTAL AWARDS FOR DEPENDENT STUDENTS, BY VERIFIED AGI AND
APPLICATION AGI - '

”

) - / N7
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T VERIF IED AGI

* APPLICATION AGI' $0-2,999  $3,000-5,999  $6,000-8,999  $9,000-11,999  $12,000 +
: - -
$0-2,999
Award Discrepancies +$25 M +$3 M +$.,3 M +$,8 M +$1 M

# of Reciplents 235,000 1,300 1,500,
» $3,000-5, 999
~ . Award Discrepancles +$2 M +$1 M
# of Reclplents, 2,000 700
$6,000-8,999 ° .
Award Discrepanciles +3.9 M +$,08 M
! ’ # of Recipients 1,600 , 3,000 800

~

$9,000~-11,999

Award Discrepancies | +$,02 M -$,2 M +$,03 M
# of Reclpients 800 1,600 ' 1,300
12,000 + .
Award Discrepancles | -$2 M c L =854 M +$,01 M . +$,04 M
# of Reclplents 2,000 800 100 700 \\ 32,000

L)

! Only applicants for whom AGl data are availabie are Included, For interpretation of the
table, see the footnote to Flgure 3-12,

P

/ FIGURE 3-13
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN AWARDS CALCULATERy FROM APPLICATIONS
AND TOTAL AWARDS FOR INDEPENDENT STUDENTS -
. - BY VERIFIED AGI AND APPLICATION AGI
i .-
- . . A
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Errors Among, Groups Differing in Income and Household Size

Family income and family size are the two most important

I

cyiteria in determining the student's Basic Grant award size. We
have therefore calculated for independent and dependent students

the redistributive effects of appllcatlon error for household

14 c ¢
31Ze groups in each ASI category.

The next two figures compare awards;baeed ‘on fall SERs to

s . . B
awards based upon all available verified data.l JFigure 3-14,
for dependent students, shows that iarger eums of 'BEOG grant'

disbursements would be awarded according to application data to

3

students in the higher AGI/household size groups than verified
; ‘ :

v

information would suggest. For example, Figure 3-14A suggests
/ roe - - ‘

tﬁat total awards disbursed to dependent students with verified
hobseholds of 4’or more and verified family AGIs of”$i§,000 or
more would be $287 million, if ‘one accepted application ;nforma—
tion as correét and no institutiomal error occurred; _ But’when .

)‘awards calculated " from vgrified SEIr data (Flgure 3-14B) are.
. . \
compared to awardS‘based on appllcatlon data (Flgure 3-147), we

.

see that studer that group were actually entitled to. only

- ;

$189 million. see .that there is a net outflow of stu-

dents_ due to the/ undovering of their ineligibility- for awards.
. 4
! - & «
_ Amon ow-1ncome famllles, however, there were only relatively

* small 1sc§;panc1es between appllcatlon-based and ver1f1ed award

~ -

- ' {

f
¢ o
1These are not actual disbursed award data, 51nce institutional
error,and&late’éER changes are not included 1n "these’ award calcu-
lations. In other words, these figures are bdsed on analy31s~
d1fferent from that of Flgures 3-10 and 3-11. . c 4 ‘
\ 3]
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PART A: AWARDS BASED. ON APPLICATION INFORMATION FOR SEIl
) ] VERIFIED AGI ‘
VERIF IED * .
HOUSEHOLD S1ZE $0-5, 999 $6,000-11,999 $12,000-17,999 $18,000-23,999 324,000 +
2 Members ' . .
. Awards: $97 M $54 M $27 M $9M $1 M
N: 96,000 52,000 27,000 12,000 2,000
3 Members "
Awards: $87 M $107 M $69M $44 M $20 M
N: 84,000 104,000 81,000 65,000 27,000
4 Members ' . —
Aﬂzrds: $73 M’ $73 M L %65 M $53 M $34 M
. : 65,000 73,000 68,000 717,000 . 65,000
, 5 Members i
. Awards: $58 M* $54 M $58 M $40 M $43 M
N: 53,000 48,000 57,000 51,000 80,000
~ 6 or More Members - - . )
’ Awards: $54 M $66 M $77 M $60 M $57 M
N: . 954,000 63,000 75,000 71,000 88,000
' - L]
IV
, : ! Only applicants for whom AGI data are avalilable are included, If no vérified data were

avaflable for household size or AGI, the reported value was used, A cell is read as follows,
using the upper leftmost cell as an example: Of the 96,000 applicants who had AGl of $0-5999 and
household size of two and who received awards, a total of $97 million would be awarded on the
basls of appltcation data, without verlfication of SEl Items, N

~

FIGURE 3-14A

' ' CALCULATED AWARDS FOR DEPENDENT STUDENTS
BY VERIFIED AGI AND HOUSEHOLD SIZE

| S

<

. \ . i .,

Q ’ '}
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PART B: AWARDS BASED ON VERIFIED-SEI!
VERIFIED AGI
VERIF IED . .
' HOUSEHOLD SIZE $0-5, 999 $6,000-11,999 $12,000-17,999 518,062723,999 $24,000 +
2 Members e » .
Awards: $81 M $44 M ) $21 M $4 M $.3M -\
. N: 80,000 46,000 +24,000 ° 7,000 700
‘ !
3 Members ,
Awards: $76 M $82 M $44 M $21 M ST M
N: 70,000 90,000 62,000 38,000 4,000
A
4 Members
- Awards: $66 M . $58 M. $47 M $36 M sS4 M
N: R 56,000 . 56,000 - 50, 000 53,000 34,000
5 Members
Awards: . $56 M $47 M $48 M $28 M $26 M
N: . 49,000 42,000 48,000 40,000 . 47,060
) . A :
6 or More Members . . .
Awards: o« - $56 M’ $60 M $59 M 347 M $38 M
Neo T .. 7 50,000 56, 000 " 59,000 58,000 63,000 .

’

. ~ <

2
lOnly applicants for whom AG| data are available are included. |f no verified data were avall-
able for household size or AGI, the reported value was used, A cell Is read as follows, using
the upper leftmost cell as an example: Of the applicants who had an AGl of $0-5999 and a house-
hold size of two, 80,000 should have receivbd awards, and those awards should have totaled $81
mil lion on the basis of verlfled data for ali SE! items. .

‘. -

» -

. FIGURE 3-14B
. e /
CALCULATED AWARDS FOR DEPENDENT STUDENTS
. BY VERIFIED AGI AND HOUSEHOLD SIZE

N ]
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calculations. Data for independent students in Figures 3-15A and

° 2

B show similar patterns. The notable exceptidh"is that indepen-

dent students tend to belong to smaller households and havye much
) . '

¢

lower -incomes, s0 their calculatad awards.are ﬁeavily concen-
trated in the upper left portion of the figures.l

The next two figures summarize the differences beﬁ@een
awards based on application data and‘awards based on verlfled

data (i.e., they summarize the preceding two flgures). Three

major observations are derived from the data for dependent reci-

pients (in Figure 3-16). First, we see again that, whiie‘prac—

tically all AGI/household size groups make errors which lead'to
tﬁe calculation of awards larger than those calculated from veri-
fied data, the preponderance of’thig type of error is greates;
among the higher income faﬁily groups. ‘Second, award error tends

ko ve highest in the "middle family siZE:frBups (three to four

. members). Thlrd, among the poorest. famiYies (i.e., those with

AGIs under $6,000 and household size of 6 or more), there are no

®het overawards (essentially a truism, since students who are

-

actually very poor cannot make errors which would increase their

L

awards), but there is a definite tendency to errors which result

N

in their receiving net underawards Among independents (see'’

Figure 3-=17), the, results are far less clear-cut, due largely to

«

independents' teﬁdency to smaller families. R

-

k]

- \ 3 .

lThese data, like "the data of Figures 3-10 through 3-13,
include items for students who claimed to be lndependent but were
reclassified on ,the- ba31s of verlfled data as dependent.

(o] - ¢
u) .
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PART A: AWARDS BASED ON APPLICATION INFORMATION FOR SE!!

VERIFIED AGI
g

“

VERIFIED
+ HOUSEHOLD SIZE $0-2, 999 $3,000-5, 999 $6,000~8, 999 $9,000~11,999 $12,000 +

<

Member
Awards:
N:

2 Members
Awards:

$1I3 M
17,000

5 or More Members .
Awards: $17M T s8M : $6 M STM . ST M
R: 20,000 © 9,000 6,000 . 8,000 11,000
— « - ) ‘ E

&

. < .
lsee tootnote to Figurd 3-14A for a gulde fo construction and interpretation of the table,

-

" FIGURE 3-15A .
CALCULATED AWARDS FOR INDEPENDENT STUDENTS
BY VERIFIED AGI AND HOUSEHOLD, SIZE . -

-
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’ PART B: AWARDS BASED' ON VERIFIED SEI! . .
. . VERIFIED AGI . '
VERIFIED - o
HOUSEHOLD SIZE $0-2,999  $3,000-5,999 $6,000-8, 999 $9,000-11,999 $12,000 +
1 Member
Awards: $216 M $80 M $SI M ) r 0 s - 0 .
N: 212,000 86,000 4,000 0 ) 0
‘2 Members ) 7
Awards: $56 M $24 M $13 M sz M $3 M
N: 59, 000 24,000 15,000 20,000 8,000 |
. ) ,
3 Members . e ‘
“Awards: $42 M - SI3 M . $20 M . S9M $2 M ¢
. N: 45,000 16,000 25,000 13,000 4,000
L ¢ oo
. d‘ A °
. 4 Members ) . : '
.- Awards: $21 M 38 M S1I0M T sAM T s5 M
’ N: 24,000 _9,000 “ 11,000 ‘4,000 9,000
i 5 or More Members - . ) - ‘ :
Awards: 1T M, 38 M . ST - T s6 M $5,M
. N . 19,000 9,000 .. _ 6,000 . 7,000 9,000
-~ . . - — N {
' - ) . - - ; \ h ?
< lSee footnote to Flgure 3-148 for a guide to construction and interpretation of the table,
- ' - ) ) . - 3 ) “- -~ o, . ’
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N . ’ ’ \ v ‘ * e : -
- , - _FIGURE 3-19B, X
) CALCULA'I'ED AWARDS- POR INDEPENDENT STUDENTS
o ! - BY VERIFIED, AGI. AND HOUSEHOLD S{zZE \
‘ 3 ? * .
" L. . ., . -, d
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A Y

. . “ ..
- . -
. . (
N VERIFIED AGIZ C
VERIFIED * . .
\. -HOUSEHOLD SIZE! $0-5,999  $6,000-11,999  $12,000-17,999 $18,000-23,999 ‘ $24,000 +-
. » l - -

2 Members . .
Award.Discrepancy -$16 M -$10.M -$6M -$5 M ~$.7T M
Changer In # Reciplents  -16,000 - 6,000 -3,000 *-5,000 -1,000

-, N . ’

SMMQQ <, .

-Award Dlscrepégcy ! =$11 M -$25. M — _=$25 M -$23 M -$19 M
Change In # Recipients  -14,000" -14,000 ~19,000 -27,000 -23,000
- ) o ‘ - : >

' 4 Members - . Lo L '

. Award Discrepancy . -$7 M -$15M -$18 M =$17 M -$20 M

- Change In # Reciplents  ~9,000 -17,000 -18, boo -24,000 -31,000

N ‘ Ay .
- €

-5 Members ° .

Award ‘Discrepancy -$2 M -$7T M ~$10 M -$12 M ~-$17 M
Change in # Reciplents  -4,000 -6,000 . ~%,000 -11,000 -33,000

& or More 'Members . ) .
Award Discrepancy +$2 M -$6 M =318 M o -$13 M $19 M
Change in # Reciplents 4,008 -7,000 216,000 -13,000 -25,000

.

¢

. lous, uslng the upper leftmost cell as an oxample:
lead to & loss of 16,000 reciplents and a savings of $16 million @meng those whose AGI Is under’ ,

»

N

! The data presenfed here are derived from previous figures, for example, the data In thd

uppor left-hand cell are Jderived from the differences between the same cells in Figure 3-Y4A and
ﬁlgure 3-148, respecflvely. vData are rounded to the nearest thousand., A cell is read as fol-

Efforts to verify all SEI Information would

$6,000 and whose famiiy size Is two.

.
. . . 4

2iny applicants for whom AGl data are avallable are incjuded,

.

B ’ . FIGURE 3- 16 -~

l ’ w .
' DIFFERENCES BETWEEN AWARDS CALCULATED FROM/ APPLICATIONS
" AND AWARDS CALCULA'I‘ED FROM VERIFIED DATA FOR DEPENDEN]
STUDENTS BY VERIFIED.AGI AND. HOUSEHOLD SIZE
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A ’ l .
L 4 ’ B
. .
—_ ' I
o . ' VERIFI1ED AGIZ "
. i |
) VERIFIED ~ <. ° ‘ . . : o
) HOUSE"K)ITD s1Zg! 50-2,999\ .$3,000-5,999 $6,000~-8,999 ;9,000—11,999 /' $12,000 +
, .\ ~ # ’ .
1 Member ' ’ . oo ' ’
_— . . )
Award Dlscrepancy ) -SZ?—rh -$H6 M -$3 M -$3 M “$3 M ‘.
. Change In-# Recipients -28,000 -22,000 -4,000 -4,000 -2,000 .
v N » . ) - ’ -
: v , . é’ Y - -
. 2 Members B :
z . . Awprd Discrepancy -$5 M v %4 M -$1 M -$3 M ’ 83 M
| Change in # Recipients . =-8,000 ' 25,0Q0 -4 ;000 -3,000 : ¢  =2,000
\ . - . . -
.o ) Co s "
. ¢ | 3 Members . g R ;
) - Award ‘Dlscrepancy T =87 M. -$2 M- -$3 M -$4M f *-$2 M
' Chapgb' in # %eclplenfs -8,000 -1,000 -2,000 -4,000 -3,000
, . . * ) . . N
N B © e .
" 4 Member's \ . T
T Award Discrepancy 0 - ~$5 M . _SLM 0 0
Change in #-Recipients® -1,000 . =4,000 3,000 -1,000 -2,000
5 or more Members . \ . . . . .
\ . Awdrd Dliscrepancy - 0 . 0\ +$1 M . -$1 M Y -$2 M
‘ Change* in # Reciplients -1,000 0 : 0 . -1,000 °~ . -2,000
: ’ x% . . ) ’ \. .
-~ .
L] = n ‘r —
\ . : ‘ "
' Isee note 1 to Figure 3-i6, This table ls‘derlva'd trom Figure 3-15A and Figure \3-158. . !
‘ . . ‘ N o S . .
- . 2()nly apptlcants for whom AG! data are available are included, .
. P . .
-, . . . *
' l‘ .. ) b ' : ‘ '{' ’- "‘ b ‘ s *
. ¢ 4 N . ® -
4 . ) e .
.. [ f. , - . . . . . ’
| : ’ : *
' . ] ' ' .
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Errors Among Tax Filers.-and Nonfilers

v

Our next concerns were whether or not application error was -
especially high among families not filing tax returns or among

families using forecast rather than completed tax return data.

“

First, students were asked by our interviewers whether they had
filed——of‘planhed to file--an income tax return. Figure 3-¥8
compares all recipient families filing or planning -to file tax.

forms with' those families not filing tax forms. Filers were far
. N wt

more lmkely to make errors leading to overawards,. and somewhat

~ ~

more likely to make errors leadlng to underawards. ‘ For both over_

“-and underaward error, there was a tendency for nonfilers to make

N

A .

. t ' ’
the ‘larger errors, however.

’,

Students whose familieéffiled tax forms contributed a di?r

'prdp?rtionate amount of net student error. The 81 percent of the

i
sample filing tax returns produced 95 percent of the net award

¢

errgz\\EtQE;buﬁéble 'to students. Two caveats apply, however.

First, it shdﬁld be borne in mind that the errors of nonfilers

are still.errors, regardless of their small effect on net award

error overall. Second, it may be ‘easier to demonstrate inaccu-

racy in the applications aof students who .file.l

of tax filing td error. Filers make errors more frequently, but

|, K In summary, there isga mixéd‘pidture as to the relationship

A v .

their errors are somewhat smaller than those of nonfilers. A

-
]

hypbthesis for future study is the following: nonfiYers' simpler

L N N +

z > T - . .

lThe reason for this caution 1s that tax return data were used
to provide documentation of error for key application items.’

® -

9 °, \ / A

.
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1l '
’ FILERS! NONFILERS!
Student Error
Underawards . ,
Percent with Underawards 11% 4%
Mean .Underaward N ‘ -$228 -$260 R
Overawards - ‘ ’
“Percent .with Overawards . 35% ‘. 8%
Mean Overaward ’ $396 $451
Percent of Net Student Error 95% 5% -
. Percent of Recipient Population 81% 19%
N , < . < v . (

|

176 be included in the "Filers" category, a student or parent

had to have answered "yes" to -our ‘interview question on that
topic (Sample N = 3128). To be included in the "Nonfilers"
category, a "no" was required (Sample N = 645). The breakdown of
filers and nonfilers by percent of total popylation (81 to 19)
differs from the 85 ®o 15 breakdown presented elsewhere 1in
Volumes 1 and 2 due to missing values on dollar awards in the °
latter group. For taxfiling status alone, the 85 to 15 breakdowr?
is a more accurate reflectiqn of all recipients.

-~

- -

—

o g

» .
g

FIGURE 3-18

DISBURSEMENT DISCREPANCIES BROKEN DOWN

s BY TAX FILING sTAgus
a0 : ‘ b-
. . S~
[y V'J \ o
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Y

financial situations rarely cause, problems in filling out the
application forms, but the fact that nonfilers are; in generglf
somewhat less educated than filers (inferred from felative family
income levels) means that when there are applicationscomplexities
faciqg nodfilersi their lower mathematics skills and hard—tolread
instructions are likely to cause bigger errors. .

To examine the hypothesis that some application errors are

due to the different timing of the application and tax filing

. .

cycles, we lodked at error patterns for those filers who actually

used IRS data and those who estimated (forecast) it in advance

(both groups fall into the tax filing catedory of Figure 3-18).

—_—

Students whose families filed tax returns are asked on the BFOG
appliqation'whethe: they used tax re£urn-figures from a completed
return or estimated their tax return figures. About four-fifths
9f our tax filing Qample used complete daté, and their overall
>/;tudent error rate (72 percent made some kind of error) is -lower
than the error rate for students who estimated data to be filed
later (82 percent). Figure. 3-19 alsoéshows‘that students who
used a compléted return were more'accurate in reporting key items
in the computation of the SEI. For example, 32 percent of the
ﬁiiers‘estimating AGI made errors, as'ogposed to 19 percent of .

those using completed returns. The hypothesis of schquling as a

cause of error among tax filers is thus upheld.

‘YHE CAUSES OF RECIPIENT ERROR | . '

- The next major concern in the recipient error data was over
’ )

'

’ ] ! e, !
the basic causes. So far, we have seen that AGI, nontaxable
i ) . . ’ O @ .
! \ N

7

3-43




. - ! . APPLICANTS WHO USED
‘ TAX DATA FROM COMPLETED

APPLICANTS WHO

ESTIMATED TAX
B , RETURN - % HAVING DATA - % HAVING
APPLICATION ITEM DISCREPANT DATA DISCREPANT DATA
" L7
Adjusted Gross _ 19 ’ 52
Income ' .
Taxes Paid, 1979 ) v 20 43
Earned Income ~ 43 54
(Head of Household) )
. N
Earned Income . 19 24
(Spouse)
k . ) RN
Medical/Dental ‘ 39 ‘47
Expenses '
- Overall Item Error Ratel . 72 82
‘/ '

"\

& Lo : . . :
lpercent having any kind of item error on their forms.

» .

FIGURE 3-19

DIFFERENCES IN SELECTED ITEM ERROR RATES BETWEEN

TAX FILING APPLICANTS WHO USED COMPLETED TAX RETURN DATA
AND TAX/ FILING APPLICANTS WHO USED ESTIMATED TAX DATA

§
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- income, and student/spouse income are involved in the bulk of

student error. We have also seen that, at ‘least among depen-

-

dents, a somewhat disproportionate part of the net overaward

caused by students goes to taxi;iling families with three to four

\

family members and selatively high incomes. But misreporting by

3

applicants is spread widely among all kinds of families for both’

independents and depenaents, and it brought on over $200 million
in net overawards in 1980—81: |

//Why should applicant Tisreporting pe so wi@espread and so
significant? One hypothesis is widespread fraud. Although we

suspect that fraud is not the primary source of misreports, that

issue 1s beyond the scope of this, study. We can examine two
other hypotheses in this data ‘set, however, and we did so. We

investigated the proposition that (1) much of the studer},tt and

- -
<

parent error can be attributed to basic problems for students and

paren@s in understanding the questions and ingtructions on the

application form and (2) much of ‘the student and parent error can
Y

L4

be attributed to insufficient availability of ihfqrmation for
parents and students when they fill outﬁtheir applications.

To evaluaée the merit of the first hypothesis, w% asked stu-
dents and pérengs to destribe the broblems they had filling out
the;r>applications. We then compared the incidence of gtem error
for thosesreporting Qnd not reporting problems on an-item. To
evaluate the merit of the secoqd hypothesis, we asked students

and parents 1if thdy had goften assistance in filling out their

~ , j
@
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applications and then compared fflé érror rates for those receiv-

. ) . 4

ing and not receiving assistance.l .
¥

Reported Difficulties in Completing the Applicétion Form

Interviews with students and parents included the following

. question: &

Please take a minute to scan this financial aid applicatioﬁ
form (the 1980-81 Basic-Grant Application Form) and tell me
about the items which gave you any trouble. -

Eaéh time the question was asked, the interviewer showed the

student or parent a card listing types of potential problems .and

" then recorded the problem type the respondent identified. In

addition, tbg interviewer asked fgspondents to describe the prob-
lem\in the}r own words. ~ Advanced Technology‘coded these data
into a set of response types.

Subséquent analysis reported in the next two figures indi-

cates that, as expected, many of. the items reported incorrectly

‘on BEOG applications (see’ Figures 3-1 and 3-9 for exgmples) wre

in fact thought by apblicant fa&ilieé to be hard to understand or
hard to document. Figure 3-20 shgws the rates of discrepancies
found 1n.application itegg_ané/fii corresponding rates at which
students, and parents refrted difficulty with the  items. The
dd%a- indicate that discrepaﬂcy rétes for all recipients from
Figure 3-1 are markédly’higher théﬁ the rateé at which probléms

were ci;ed by recipients. Only about 30 percent of the students
} ' ' .

A

A\

-~

lgarlier, we found that ‘having completed tax form data as an
information source in filling out the application did tend to
lower error rates. , This second analysis sought taQ discover .

. whether outsidge help on forms completion could h&lp even more.
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, PERCENT OF ALL PERCENT OF <° . PERCENT OF -
CASES WITH | PARENTS REPORT ING STUDENTS' REPORT ING
- : DISCREPANC IES DIFFICULTIES DIFFICULTIES
Cltizenshlp . 1 0 0
Marital Status (Student) 2 0 (]
Bachefor's Degree - 0+ 0 B 0
Live with Parents, 1979 2 } 3 5
Live with Parents, 1980 5
Exemption, 1979 s’ 3 . 2
Exemption, 1980 5
1 Support, 1979 15 ) 6 ¢ 7
Support, 1980 ‘ . 17 .
Household S1ze 22 2 2 | ) .
Number 1n Postsecondary , . 19 1 : . <72

Education . ¢
Marital Status (Household) , 4 2 2 -
Flled IRS ’ 3 1 3
Estimated Taxeg - - - 13 2 TToT T T i
Number Exemptlons - i @“ 5 2 E N 3
Adjusted Gross Income . "9 - 2 6 .

Taxes Pald, 1979 ° 19 3 4

Itemized Deductlons ) 7 2 3

Soclial Securlty Income, 1979 - 9 } ’ )

Other Nontaxable income, 1979 ° 14 ’ 4 3

Earned Income (Head of - 36 ), -

Hous#hold) l 4 4 )
Earned tncome (Spouse) * 15 . )
Medlical /Dental Expenses 32 4 . 4 3

. Tultlons ' 5 3 2 !
Cash/Savings /Checkling 40 5 2
Home Value 29 } . 10 3
Home Debt * 24 g
Lnxesfment Value 3 } ’ 2 |
Investment Debt N 2 ‘ - .
BusIness/Farm Value \\\\*—~\\4 } ‘ 3 |
Busliness/Farm Debt, o .03
VA Educational Beneflts, 2 . .

Monthly - o ' } } - ,‘ 1. .
VA # Months . 1 . - -
Soclal Secupity Income, 1980 . 0+} ) 2 |
Soclal Securlty # Months, 1980 0+ . . ) )

"I 1ncome, 1979 (Student+Spouse) 192, . 5 6 .
Assets (Student+3pouse) ‘ 2] - 2 1

.

1pata are rounded to nearest percent, so a 2ﬁro may indicate a small proportion of appllcanfs;

faml!lles. : .
2 Percent of dependent students, . -

FIGURE 3-20 - oy

REPORTED DIFFICULTIES ON VARIOUS ITEMS . -
ENCOUNTERED IN FILLING OUT,THE APPLICATION FORML .
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and 14 pe%cept‘of'the parents reported having at least 1 problem

with the application form. Nevertheless; the itemg with higher

[y

discrepancy rates match those cited as problematic fairly

N

closely.! .

- (3R -~

Figure 3-21 compares the items most often found discrepant

{

and the itemg cited most ﬁreqﬁently as difficult ;? understand or

_ to answer by parents and students. Of the 12 items most often
e found discrépant, all but 3 were ‘among the items most often

[}

mentioned by parents or students as -difficult. Parents héd«par—

ticular prbblems with the home value/debt items, often telling
interviewers that these items were very hard to document . Both

students and" parents mentioned that it fwas also’ &éry hard to
. - Py : .

answer questions about financial support for studehts. Students

. . ) . . : e e
cited particular Jproblems with obtaining parents' income and tax

-

1 ~ ~

- -’ 1)

_dafa for. applications. - - .- : R
Sévergl\critical and fqeqqently misreported items for SEI

N - =

calculations ‘(AGI,2 earned income portions, student incopge,
medical/dental expenses, and nontaxable inCQme)'we;e‘rélatively
@ ~ ¢ . N .‘ '

~ -

]

. -

JISeparate figures for wvalidated and nonvalidated cases are not
~ reported because the rates’ were very similar. *- . ’ - ’
2 particular -problem . in.' reporting both AGI and taxes - paid
> ‘exists for students receiving Cpllege Work 'Study . earnings. The
i instructions on the 1980-81 form told students to . subtract CWS -
earnings from their AGIs and taxes-paid figures-. * These  students
therefore could not simply copy.IRS lines from their returns -onto
their forms. Purther, verification of the accuracy of these
. items became extremely.difficult for financial raid officers (or
. —. ddta analysts) because line 31 of the 1040 form dand line 6 of the
1040 did not accurately reflect 'the AGIs.of students with CWS
earnings. Instryctions referring dpplicants to these IRS lines
’ . may therefore be misleading and, in fact,. may encourage-.'students
to. report AGI_figures/which are higher  than they should be. 1In

‘

" . short, the CWS instruction may cause underawards.

- oo ’

-

N ) - s a7 R . , » 0..
A
U._‘:
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MOST DISCREPANT
APPLICATION ITEMS

-

MOST PROBLEMATIC APPLICATION ITEMS

v

RECIPIENTS

STUDENTS

PARENTS

1‘: Cashlsavingslcﬁe'cking

2. Earned income (head of household)
3. Maedical/dental expenses

4. Home value e

5. Home debt

8. Household size

7. Assets (student + spouse)
8

9

>

NSO AN

. Adjusted gross income
. Jaxes paid, 1979

10. Income, 1979 (student + spouse)
11. Number in postsecondary education

Support from parents, 1980 i12.

-b b
- O 0
-

Support from parents
Adjusted gross income

Income, 1979 (student + spouse)
Live with parents

) Taxes'pald, 1979 )
" Earned income (both portions)

Maedical/dental éxpenses
{temized deductions
Estimated taxes

Number of exemptions

. Other nontaxable income

Home value/debt

ScemNNAEwN

P2

Home value/debt

Support from parents
Cash/savingsichecking

Income, 1979 (student + spouse)
Maedical/dental expenses

Earned ihcome (both portions)
Other nontaxable income

Taxes paid, 1979 P
JTuitions a)

. Business/farm value/debt

Live with parents
Adjusted gross jncome

.

-

FIGURE 3-21

MOST DISCREPANT AND MOST PROBLEMATIC BEOG APPLICATION ITEMS

o
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difficult for students and parents to understand. Thése .reésults

suggest ' that clarification of -those items, ~plus|'the three

- o

critical items ' that were often 'in error but rarely -seen_ as

difficult by parents (student assets, household size, and number
in postsecondary education) might serve to lower afplicant error

in the program somewhat without imposing, drastic documentation

.
s

requirements. . ‘

Satisfaction with Sources of Application Assistance ‘ Eg

Interviews with students included the following quéstion:
. -, e

LS Y

When the form was filled out,.éid you ask anyone for-help

who was not a 'member of your, family? xﬁﬁ? s
. ) ° .’ 7 S
About 36 percent said ‘they had received ou§fgde assistance in
4 v -

completing theé form. This indicates that a significant number of

I a

students had trouble interpreting the igstructioné and questions °

‘on the _application form. Somewhat surprisingly, bnly 40 percent
of the students who received application assistance gtated they

had pf@blems filling out the forms. This figure suggesés that

the rae at which students and parents admitted €£o our inter-

viewers that the questions were hard to understand is lower than .

v

” the true level of difficulty. Alternatively, assistance seeking

may have been perceived by many students as relatih? to a minor

[y

matter not worth classifying as a problem to interviewers.’ .
. K . 2 ' v,... - . _ .
In order to evaluate, the .quality of the assisggnce”students -
- a v 1% M

{

received in filling out the forms, we firsts-asked the sﬁud@hts,if

L4 o .

they were satisfied with the helﬁﬂﬁhgy’recéived: . Fighré’3-22 3
= / T \ - e T ' ’
indicates that omgy a minority of recipients were ‘dissatisfied

z ,

. .
</ ’
\ ‘ . o o
4 T . . o
.




0 $ OF GRANT RECIPIENTS' NOT'
' . SATISIFIED WITH. ASSISTANCE
SOURCE OF ASSISTANCE THEY RECEIVED FROM THE SOURCE

High School Counselor A . 6.4

Faculty or Counselor at
Cg;rent School

Financial Aid Officer
Friends ‘

Téll Free Telephéne No.
Department of Education

American College Testing
Programnm

FIGURE 3-22,
~ APPLICANT SATISFACTION WITH SOURCES OF
"ASSISTANCE' FOR BEOG, APPLICATION QUESTIONS
\ ..

-

’
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wwith the assistance they received, although the rate of ‘dissatis-

faction varied somewhat by'thé source of help. .

Students were least dissatisfied with the help rdgeived from

high school counselors and faculty members at their gurrent

¥

schools. They were most dissatisfied with assistance received by

telephone from the Department of Education and the central pro-

—
.

cessing centér at the American College Testing" [ACT] Program
offices in Iowa City. One obyioua_reeson for this spread may be

poor’service by ACT and ED. But another explana£ion might- also

be valié%\\high school personnel may neeq to know little about

s

the complexities of the program,» eince the help they give~come&

'early in the process and is fairly bas:.,g Thelr ‘help may th.ere-g
fore be much more stralghtforward and - 81mple,/wh1}e ﬁhe centrall
processorzand ED must commgplcate the complex;tles of the pro-
cess, a much more difficd%t task. In the end, satisfaction may

parallel the 31mp11c1ty'of the messgée communlcated

\

. J\ ‘./.
We next compared the error rates of students receiving

assistance in “c¢ompleting the form. and students not . receiving

assistdnce. The data of Figure 3-23 show that, overall, students

»
-

receiving assistance tended to make somewhat fewer application
, . )
‘errors. These results are similar to thoge reported for the

general- public by the IRS regarding ~assisted and unassisted

filers of IRS 1040 and 1040A income tax forms. (see Chapter 2,

v

Volume 2). BEOG applicants appear 40 make more errors than tax

filers, however. Approximately 68 percent of thos? recipients




SELECTED APPLICATION ITEMS

"APPLICANTS WHO' RECEIVED
ASSISTANCE IN COMPLETING
THE APPLICATION:
$ WITH DISCREPANT DATA

APPLICANTS WHO DID NOT
RECEIVE ASSISTANCE IN*

COMPLETING THE APPLICATTION:

$ WITH DISGREPANT DATA

Adjusted Gross Income

Income, 1979 ’
(Student + Spouse)

Househdld Size

S

Numberx in Postsecondary
Education

‘Home Value
Caéh/Saviﬁgé/Cﬁecking )

~

\ . TN e
.y L. :
_iAllcitemsleombined oo

£

- . 20
. 11
26, .

19 . >

-

T 28

- , '38.;V

v

.a‘ 68“ v ’ 1 :‘

o

+

21 . .

r Al

15 C s

22

20

.
.
- -

A J [

T FIGURE 3-23 »\\V/

_ DISCREPANCY O -SELECTED ITEMS
FOR RECIPIENTS, RECEIVING AND NOT RECEIVING
HELP' ON THE APPLICATION

- . v

~
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getting help had BEOG application éfrors,'while 81 pércent of
those not receiving applic§t10n'§ssistance had'er%gif,

Still,- the difference between the two groups is small,. and
the error rate among students get;ing outside assistance is high,
indicating tha§ the help students received in filling out their
applications was (1) not comprehensive (i.e., students received
help on ?ne or two questions, not on the entire application), (2)
accurate, bﬁt not followed, or (3) inaccurate. If the last 1is

3

true, it‘néy suggest tha; a signifi65ﬂ£ number.of professionals
in the g&{g%%éiél aid- community (i.é., financial aid officers,
high school counselors, ACT staff, and so on) also had égfficulty
understanding the question§ and instructions on the application
form. ‘ ’

The small‘differences between assiéted and unassisted recip-
lents overall is also apparent on the' critical SEI items ﬁighm
lighted in Figure 3-23. Outside assistance was most benefiéial
in clarif?ing cash/savings/checkiﬁg. Forty-five percent of those
who did not seek outside help had this item in error, while phg
proportion in error was 38 percent for tho;e seeking help. On .
the other hand, the error rate for household size was-higher

¥
among those getting help than among thoée not getting help (26

percent and 22 ‘pefcent, respectlvely) For the other items,
out51de help seeﬁ;E\Eo be a p031t1ve but minor factor in redu01ng

- Ll

‘error.

These ‘inconclusive results for assisted students do fiot nec-

*
. ~ N

- [N

essarily reflect badly on ED training programs~s To make such




» " - . .

« conclusions would require pretestlng of student error tendenc1es

prior to aSSLStancé\ since our findings may reflect a 51tuatlon

*

1n which  assistance actually, closes a gap 1in error-proneness

between étgdents needing help' and others. For now, however, the

proper gonclusion is simply thdt after recelving assistance, '

students still have a substantial amount of critiqal error., . .

.

AN . ' ’
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CHAPTER 4

DATA ENTRY ERROR

1Y

This chapter examines the etrors made by Multiple
- Data Entry [MDE] processors ih transferring information
from® students' original application forms"™ to data
tapes. These data tapes-are then férwarded to the BEOG
central processoxr. The errors are significant because
they become* part of the central processor's computer-
ized files ‘for calculation of the applicant's SEI. The
original 1980- 81 application forms of 1,250 Basic Grant
" recipients in our sample were compared to the central
processor files. - All discrepancies between the two
sources ‘(i.e., all data entry errors) were noted.
These dlscrepancy data are réported in summary form.
then broken down by the MDE ¥rocessors which made the
original .errors and by the applicant correction
patterns that eventually resulted‘from the errors.

The critical findings were:, s

- - A LA .

‘e Data entrj errors occurred on one
.out of every 37 application forms,
which™ tyanslates into approximately

-+ 60,000 recipients. .

-

*

¢

Data)entry errors occurred approxi-

- mately four times more often on
forms from the Amerlcan College
Testing [ACT] Program than on forms
from the College Scholarshlp Ser-
vice ' [CSS] and the Pennsylvania
'ngher Education Assistanct Author-
ity [PHEAA], reébeftively.

Of applications containing a data
entry error, 78 percent were never
corrected by the affect d~students.
of" appllcatlons contaifiing a data
.entry error in critical income and
asset fields, 68 'percent were never
corrected. '

Of applications containing a data
entry “error to the applicant's dis-
advantage . in critical. income and




asset fields; 60 percent were never

corrected. o

None of the uncorrected ‘errors had

.ra major effect on -the SEI of the
2 affected applicant. :

L3

-

+ These results suggest the following conclusions:

° The rate and award significance of
\ ‘ BEOG data entry error 1s rather
7 low. :

There appears to be a deficiency in

the performance of the marksense

techriology exclusively employed by

" ACT compared to the key- entry

technology employed by CSS -and

PHEAA, but this 1is only suggested

by .the data. Definitive conclu-

sions on this issue will .require

further, more targeted, study . of

'comparatlve error ratés for the MDE
processors. , .

Students are generally rather inat-

~tentive and apathetic about data
entry errors, even when the error
affec;s SEI *in a disadvantageous
way < ’ . .
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BACKGROUND « N
» \

. - . T .
As part of the study of the application processin§~activi-

ties for the Basic Grant Quality Control project, we made an

analysis of the .error rates associated with data entry. The

-

applications of over one-quarter of the Basic Grant recipients

for :1980-81 who were surveyed for the Quality Contrbl study were
A

selected as part of this error analysis. Our main rgsearch ques--
. S v

tion was, "To what extent does what students write on their forms

actually become what is entered into the BEOG application proces-
sing system?" - -

Details “of the methodologly and proce%yres are included in
Volume 3 of this report. In brief, copies of 1,250 recipients'
applications were obtained from the three Multiple Data .Entry

[MDE] processors: the CoIlegé Scholarship Service [CSS], the

Pennsyl&ania:Higher Education Assi§ténce Agency IPHEAA]'kand the

-

American College Testing [ACT] Program. MDE processors are

4

organizations authorized by the Federal Government to use- their

-
)

own aid forms as proxy Basic Grant application forms. The pri-

mary business of these processors is to provide forms to students
2 Al

for use at institutions in awarding *aid other than Basic Grangs[

but in -order to minimize the .number of. forms students must fill
out, the Federal Govexrnment allows the organizations to send the

C L . . .\
appropriate data from their own forms to the Basic Grant central
5 .

. ) v

processor té deterimine BEOG eligibility. MDE sites forward these

data by tabe after the essential editing to assure the accuracy
. , -

of the data entry. The quality of that editing is the subject of
. Y N

this  report. T, s

=y -

R -

o oo - 4-3
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We sampled only MDE applicatlons in order to maximize the

use of time and resources.l A total of 500 CSS-originated
applicatlons,“ 500 ‘ACT—origlnated applications, and 250 PHEAA-
orlglnated appllcatlons were visually compared with the data con-
tained -on the 1980- 81 _Central Processor's H1stor§/Correctlon
File. The study was not designed to assess definitively the‘com-
:parative_erron ratés for MDE processors. Instead, the primary‘

- 2
purposé. was to examlne Processor data entry error as a whole.

As stated in an earlier report," "Quality Control 1in the

. e ‘ . .‘

- Basic Grant.Proces51ng System," the definition of a processing
error 1s not as stralghtforward as it might seem. On data entry

- ] from.the appllcatlon form, error can be defined at the level of a
}b keystroke, a data item, or the form 1tself. _For the purposes of

this study, errors have been counted at the data elemeht (item)

.

level. This allows us to cachlate error rates at both the 1item

, and form level. A broader issue in error definition is whether
r

the error 1is :in a critical .or mnoncritical field. Critical

> .
- . i~

. fields can be.defined as those fie€'lds essential to the correct

3

and efficient processing of the application. An example of a
critical‘field would be adjusted gross‘income, which is utilized

S * ' )
/ * . ' ( ‘v B

-

lMDE processors accounted for approximately 85 percent of the

Bas1c Grant initial appllcatlons for the 1980-81 process1ng year.

. The central processor accounted for ‘the remaining 15 percent

entering data from Basic Grant forms ogly. CSS accounted for 71

percent, ACT for 24 percent, and PHEAA for the remaining 5

percent of ' applications originating at MDE sites. Because the.

central processor contract changed hands after 1980-81, no

- . attempt was made to assess the accuracy of data entry for the
1980-81 central processor. .

) . C A . . ) . . N\
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e

to detgfmlne eligibillty and award amount. Noncritycal fields

N te g

ag‘!those utilized for collateral or demographic pﬁrpoées (e.qg.,

'age‘of the older parent). 1A some fields the critical and non-

v
N\

‘eritical distinction is not clear-cut. Ah example would be the

addressvfiefd. While the address:is not critical to the. actual

-@racessing, an error could lead to the Student Eligibilaity

Report s [SER] not being properly dellvered to the applicant. In

this aﬁa1y31s all- errors were_counted, bﬁfigbme dlstlnctfons are

1

drawn in-our discussions&ﬁfj ; : T
\ " - Lo . ’I‘
OVERALL RATES OF. DA’I‘-A/E@ ERROR )

/ . - N

The results of the error analysis are summarized in Figure
. . * N

v

4—1.7 A total of 45 errors were found. When'one takes into ac-

"count the fact that 45 fields must be completed .per form, imply—

ing a total of 56,250 (45 times 1,250) ‘possible errors’that could

have been found in our éhrvey, it.can be readlly ascertained that

¥

the amount of processing data_ﬁntry error 1is qulte small. Yet

‘even with-as small a number of errors as fouﬁd in this sample,

A\

-

D ' ”
1

there :-can be a wide range of "érrér rates," dep®nding on how- the

rate is calculated. If the total sample error rate is calculated

.- y -

at\the data element level (45 errors d1v1ded by 56,250 possible

,error fields) it is .0Q08. When weighted by the "real-world"

‘breakdowh between ACT, CSS, and’ PHEAA (see footnote at beginning

4
i

lated at the application form level, it will rise to .027, or 2.7

Ay
of the chapter), the rate is .0006, less than one-tenth of 1

percent. ‘However, if the weighted sample error rate is calcu-

) 4-5 s




. L o— - . . ERROR RATE’

. N . f —

N [ I ’ PER  PER
_ MDE FORM USED———WAME  ADDRESS  INCOME - 'HOUSEHOLD  TOTAL SAMPLE SIZE  ITEM  FORMI
cSS — .5 r1 | 7 500 - .0003  .014
. '& { ’ - . »
1. PHEAA : 1 4. 250 .0004 .06

ACT2

Incomplete Erasure 5
. Applica 14 g 27 . 500 .0015 068

Inexplicable ~ 1 ! -

& | TOTAL . o6 14 20 5 45 1250 .0008\  .036
(=) . - ' . ¢+ . .

Weighted Rates3 _.0006  .027

v -
e, » 4
N N

1There were no forms with dup]icate errors. : " v

ZNOTE: €SS and PHEAA use conventional key-entry techniques, while ACT uses marksense shannipgws\jhe ACT. ¢
technique requires a diffgrent breakdown of data entry errors. For details, see text.

3Weighted for actual distribution of MDE forms (71%‘€;g 24% ACT, 5% PHEAA)

-

A
- ' . A

.. _ FIGURE 4-1

) . ‘ ‘APPLICATION DATA ENTRY DISCREPANCIES - - ,,_2;




°

percent. These weighted results roughly translate, to 1 data
entry error for every 1,667 items and 1 data entry. error for

evé;y 37 applications. Translating these rates into, the larger
N . . ) . .
pgpuiq;ion of over 2 million BEOG recipients whose applications

[ -

~

origiﬂa d at MDE sites, approximately 60,000 recipients were

affected'ﬁ . some kind of:data entry error in 1980-81.

n

'Altﬁough these - error rates are small enough overall to pose‘v

.

-no threat to the general integrity of Basic Grant processing, and

Y .

although the study was not”’designed to comprehemsively compare

error rates across processors, it 1s notable that there 1is a

Ay

striking difference in error rates between the different data °

entry technolqéiési The per-item and per—ﬁorm error rates for

e ‘ ..

CSS and PHEAA, the two key entry sites, were very-similar, but.

there was a large differénce between these sites and ACT in. error
- .

rates. ‘ACT's error rates were over four tgﬁes as high, a pattern

which suggests, but by.- no means proves, that key entry techniques

2

are superior to ACT's marksense scanning techniques for Basic

\ -

Grant processing.’
. The in—-depth analysis of the individual errors in the fol-

. lowing section illustrates the types of errors that do occur. The

-

3

CSss andigHEAA data entry involve conventional keying, while the

ACT data entry is -exclusively marksense scanning. As there are

different error considerations for each technique, they will be
. i ;o

discussed separately.




[

CONVENT IONAL KEYING

2 Name
L———.

The CSS applicationé ‘contained five errors in the name

field. All were wiskeying of what was on the application. There

‘Wwere no PHEAA errors\in the name field.

Address - - 5

I

Applications from CSS contained one error in the address
field. This was a simple transposition of a street pumber.

. ) ) . ) \ B )
PHEAA applications contained no address field, errors.

Income '

vy

CSS had one error in a student's taxable income. The appli-=
cant reported®$2,000, and data entry recorded $4,000. The PHEAA

applicatioﬁs had two applibations with a total of three errors.

.’

One appllcatf%n listed expected dross income for parents as
$26,000 and other real estate and investment assets as s$2, 400.

Data entry recorded the figures of $2 600 and $2, 500, respec-

-

tively.

*

Household

One PHEAA application had an error 1n household data. An

)
~appllcant repOrted the age of‘the oldest parent as 47, but this

L3
Iy

was keyed as 48.

MARKSENSE SCANNING

Its proponents claim that marksense technology is more accu-
rete and gosﬁreffective than conventional keying methods for most

data entry tasks. By asking the applicant to write his or her

-
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idfofmation (as on a conventional key entry form) and then to
. ; ‘ \

<0 R ’ < -

£fill in machine readable ovals corresponding to that info;mation,
the-scanning technology not only eliminates the key entry opera-
tor but also allows a self-correcting double check for both the

applicant and data entry editors.
s .‘ . T - - . - ,
It was therefore not 'surprising' that the ACT sample we

3

examined revealed only one case where information in a machine
readable field on an application differed from that on the file
fof no explicable reason. However, two secondary problems were

detected: incomplete erasure and applicant miscoding. Erasure

b

problems occurred when applicants did not completely erase an

oval and it was "read" during the scanning process, causing

)

errors in the data. Applicant miscoding, which was the greater

of the two problems, occurred when_either the applicant.filled;in
R P rL\ )

!
incorrect ovals (i.e., ovals differing from those iﬂ?lied by the
-] % - " . . N ¢ .
written information) or the applicant failed to fill in any oval.

- a

It could be argued that this latter type of discrepancy is not an
. "error," since the written information was indeed reported, but

. the study classified it égterror because opscan forms place the
~ :

/,_\\Eggdén of verification’ on the student. Failures of stgdenté to

verify ‘the gridding of their ' written responses to ACT were
' 9 v

treated the same as failures of CSS and PHEAA Xkeypunch staff to
verify the -keypunching of written responses, since the end’
results of these two problems for overall Pell system error are

»

exactly the same. ) .




Name T _ .

<
Ny

One ACT application contdined a name field er¥or due to

applicant miscoding.
. Address

There were 13 address errors in the ACT applications. Five

¢

. were caused by erasure problems, and the remaining eight were the

-resylt of applicant miscoding. .

~

Income

. A total of 15 ACT income fields had discrepancies. One was

IS -

- due to an incomplete erasure; 14 were the result of miscoding.
Household - o

Four ACT applications had errors as a result of miscoding in

- >

the househoid section.

¢

CORRECTION ANALYSIS - ’

3

Another aspect ,of data entry errors is corrections. Each

ey

' .  error could presumably generate  a correction on thi%f?:tipf the

g
I

cost. An

_student which would result in increased processin

L

analysis was made of the errors detected in thé sample to deter- 14
) : ' t |
mine when and if the error was ever corrected. The resuggs of,
-

the analysis are suwmmarized in Figure 4-2. It should be noted

A}

that 78 percent of the errors were never corrected. Of more sig- *
nificahce 1is the fact that“68fperéept ﬁi the income/asset infor-

mation was never corrected. Interestingly, 60 percent of the

A

items never corrected were to the disadvantage of  the applicaﬁ%.
. .t . 'T
’ . ‘
\

Figures 4-3 and 4-4 provide a detailed analysfs.of corrected and

uncorrected income and asset information. ' As it will be noted,

-
-
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v NAME ADDRESS INCOME/ASSETS - HOUSEHOLD TOTAL

Never Corrected 4 1 . o | 5

- Corrected-on Transaction:

%

Two ' 1 o 1 . - SN ?
Three ‘ ' | | ’

. » Four |

PHEAA. ~ N ' | =

R Never Corrgcéed ' ‘ 2 . | ] ‘ ’
) ﬁ ﬂ‘Correc{:gd on Transaction: &

wo =
Three ) | i
Four . | ) 1 - . 1

T " FIGURE 4-2

* DATA ENTRY ERROR CORRECTION ANALYSIS




ADDRESS

INCOME /ASSETS
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HOUSEHOLD -
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-

" .TOTAL

AEI-
Never Corrected
Corrected on Transaction:
Two
Thrée

Four
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- ' wAs\mmG R "~ . ‘ :
- " SCANNING ERROR TO ) -
T "+ APPLICATION . ENTERED . THE APPLICANT'S - . WOULD SEI BE .
MDE FORM USED APPLICGATION ITEM VALUE VALUE . ADVANTAGE 2. AFFECTED BY >5007? Sy
; : X . ’ ~ .
PHEAA - - . Real Estate/Investment , )
Debt 2,400 2,500 - , Yes . No -
, | APjusted Gross Income 8,500 . 8,154 Yes L, No
ACT T _ Adjusted Gross Income 23,250 23,255 No . No s
R Income Earned--Student - 6,647 08,120 . Mo ) No T
. . - . M
Income Earned--Mother 3,409 5,409 No o No
- Income Earned--Mother 9,560 © 9,56 No « - No -
-t ‘ ’ ’ - - . . ) . v
)-'- ' Dependent Student's Net - ‘ _ , . _
@ \ . . Income \ 1,738 . 738 - Yes - No
.o ; Taxes Paid , - . 403 406 . Yes Mo 3 .
" Cash/Savings/Checking ) 300 800 No ' No
Itemized Deductions 4,380 4,388 . . ---1 .
f - N * - 3
Home Debt 9,081 ) 9,080‘ . "No \ No
<y, .
Lo ]
‘IThese items do not dirictlyvaffect eligibility. "
5 | ' T
R . ‘ S ‘ . FIGURE 4-3 . )
N APPLICATIE)NS WITH INCOME/AEE’IL)ENTRY ‘ERRORS THAT WERE NEVER CORRECTED
\ . ’ ) 4 ’ . . = .' ' '
o N 1S T R § T




FIGURE 4-3 (Cont

\
)

L 4

> — d "ﬂw 4,_//\
WASKEYING OR \ ﬂ
SCANNING ERROR TO
APPLICATION ENTERED THE APPLICANT'S WOULID |SET BE
MDE FORM USED . APPLICATION ITEM . VALUE VALUE ADVANTAGE?. AFFEC BY »500?
Expected Nontaxable Income - 10,000 ¢ 0 ---1 \ --}//
D . L,/ Y
Student's Expected Taxable - )
Income--Summer 1980 i 500 600 ---1 ---1
~ & . . T s
‘ - -
T : . :
: M ‘ . \'_._‘_/\
N ~—
1These items ‘do not directly affect eligibility:- ,
120 . .
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/ AR o
. . . ENTERED VALUE WAS ITEM CORRECTED-
- ORIGINAL APPLI- BY TBANSAGTION NUMBER TO THE APPLICANT'S
MDE FORM USED  APPLICATION ITEM * CATION VALUE -1 2 3 4 ADVANTAGE? -
1CSS Student's Expected Tax- ~
. able Income--School :
Year.1980-81 ( 2,000 . 4,000 « 0 "¢ Yes
PHEAA Expected 1980 Adjusted - , .o
- Gross Income . 26,000 Z,600 2,600 2,600 28,330
AC.T Earned Income--Father 5,400 5,300 5,700 -
= Earned Income--Mother .. 4‘,'206 ‘ 6,206 6,206 4,206 ' Nl Yes
. “ Earned Income--Student 9,525.8 :5,258" 9,525 ; No -
= ‘ L -
" Medical/Dental Expenses 175 1,175 175- No
T ' ~ 7 Nontaxable Income--Social _ o ) _
Security Benefits 2,437.0 - 24,370 2,437 - Yes:
- K ‘ . }
'“v-,!.oxrfldx,/|-<.,V‘\-\,’|'<.’|' ety W eyt [ i i e ’
¢ T, v ) : )
~ FIGURE 4-4
APPLICATIONS WITH ENTBY ERRORS THAT WERE CORREC:I‘ED
“ . * »

-/

- £




_large number of errors_being “uncovered in the applicant and

——— ——— = = = S —

none of the errors would have had a large impact: on the SEI,
‘which 1is utilized to determine the actual amount of the Basic

Grant, award.

CONCLUSIONS

. » ‘

The major 'conclusion of this analysis is that both the rate

of error and the award significancé of the uncorrected error 1in
BEOG application data entry are, K low among Basic Grant recipients,
A

using MDE forms. On eiamin@ng the MDE‘application forms of 1,250

Basic Grant recipients, we found no uncorrected errors of major

award significance .and only 45 errors overall. Compared to the
. A J

3

.institution components (over $400 million in net. overaward

~

error), the aiount: of error found here 1is }ow. OSFA can forego
corrective actions regarding data entry without imperiling
program integrity. | ’

Three caveats apply, howeber. Finst{‘the error rates:asso-
ciaéed iﬂitﬁ ACT, which uses marksense technology for its data
entry, were signiﬁicantly'higher than those for thé other two MDE
‘processors. Of the forms processed by ACT; Q.é percéqt had somé
kind of error, compared to around 1.5 percent of forms processed
at Css anquHEAA. This.@iffenénce suggests thatrQSFA should
investigate fﬁrther whethe? or not mérksens;’is'an‘approprlate
Eechnology for Basic Grant prqgessiﬂg.d;ta entry. We want ;o

stress here that although our results regarding error rate dif-

ferences /etween sites are statistically .significant at 'the




- - - - - - - T - - - e - — -~ . - - -

p <.05 level, they do not represem e _evidence about

ef{her ACT or marksense technology. The study was not desiéned

-
~

to compare error rates across processors$ .in comprehensive fash-
ion.' Among'the kinds of information needed for making definitive
conglusions are ithe costsf timing,_ fields, students, .and
organizational characteristics associated with the various errors

uncovered at the three MDE sites.

,Second, the etudy of data entry- was designed to apply)only

o

to Basic Grant recipients whose applications- were originally

,receiVed by MDE processors. Nevertheless, although only a more
N ;

comprehensive study could provide definitive evidencé, our exper-

e S e e [ e e e e e

ience and ‘data lead us to hypotheSize that data entry error pat-

terns affect other Basic Grant applicantf to about the same

. ) !
extent as they affected our sample.

’
-

3 s .
"Finally, to say that the level and significance of error in

@

* MDE data entry for Basic Grants are low is not to say that poli-

cymakers should do nothing. The decision as to whether or not to

act depends upon;_OSFA's weighting of the costs and benefits

attached to an aotion.‘ A mature quality’ control and quality

aésqrance program_ aims not only to make sure that“established

qualfty standards- are met by all output but also to seek areas

*
|

.where breakthroughs‘in error control can be made that will allow
¢ e v
management to obtain performance not just equal to the existing

Standards but far superiorfto them. . i

In the case of BEQG data entry, the issue is whether the

I -
.

(4]

delays, corrections, and inaccuracies from data ‘'entry can be cut,
- . R « ’

<
%




- - .

to a level to justify the expense of breakthrough QC/QA activi-

ties.

At eaqh MDE site, the data entry errors we found.were//

be]:drv;‘wtﬁe‘\ r of 'on% percent per stroke or mark error
. \'g\\\
- kx'\.“, .
“ rate accepted as the 1981-82 , tractual standard,l but
any error in Basic Grant data entry is ascost. Whenever a data

entry error 1is made and transmitted onto the student's SER, one

of two undesgrable outcomes\will occur: either the student will

correct it and submit the correction to the central processor, in

- -~ -

which case there is a waste and rework cost to OSFA and the stu-
dent, or the student will not cdOrrect it, in which case the

. 1nformat10n on the student s financial and personal record 1is

inacgurate, another klnd of cost to OSFA and, potentlally, to the
student. If there are correctlve actions which can lower even
the currently low data.entry error rate at an’ acceptable cost-
beneflt ratlo,\these should be undertaken by OSFA. Changes to
MDE contracts and increased OSFA monltorlng of MDE sites could -be.

well worth cons1der1ng in that light. . , ,'

>

-

1lphere was no precise error standard on the 1980-81 MDE con-
tract, under which the sample appllcatlons were drawn.

~ . . ~
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CHAPTER 5

INSTITUTIONAL ERROR

Institutions are responsible, once an applicant
has received an SEI below(1,600, for certifying eligi-
bility -rand calculating and disbursihg - BEOG awards.
While BEOG applicants, themselves,—cause the greatest
amount of -overaward e::m?”’fij‘?iings from this study
indicate that a substantial amount of institutional
error exists in the BEOG program. a

This chapter presents findings on the' types and
incidence of institutional error occurring in the BEOG
- program. Our determination of institutional ‘error is
based ‘on analysis of —-data- from —4,553 student file
record abstracts and interviews with financial aid
officers at 305 postsecondary ingtitutions. The fol-
lowing are key findings: “,.

. e _ _Total _ institutional .. erxror . _in.

- 1980-81 was $363 'million and

involved an estimated ‘42 percent of
all BEOG recipients. The total ‘/r
amount of institutional BEOG .
overawards equaled ' $272 'million,
and total underawards equaled $91
million. The total net overaward
due to institutions was, therefore,
$181 million. The avergbé insti- °
tutional overaward was $441, while
the average underaward was $239.

Findings, show the absence of an
affidavit of educational “purpose
[AEP] or financial aid transcript -
[FAT] - from a student's file was tthe
single largest contributor. to
institutional error. '

Total® institutional error, when
AEP/FAT "error was excluded, totaled
. $211 million and inbolved 37 per-
\_cent of all BEOG réaipients. Of
this, $111 million was overawarded,
and $100 million was underawarded.
Thus, " net institutional error,
“excluding BEP/FAT error, equaled

.




\

$11.million. The average overaward
($236) and underaward ($243) were
. similarly balanced. N

Looking‘ at, error by. component and across types of
institutions, findings show:

! .\\V/Of all recipients in our sample,

: 9.1 percent were found ineligible

o _because theya. did not meet one or

i more of the eligibility -criteria

. set out in BEOG program regula-

tions. Only 1.7 percent were.found

ineligible for program eligibility
~—~—reasons other than AEP/FAT error. i

'S 4

™ After AEP/FAT error, students not
making satisfactony Pprogress was
the largest source of eligibility

, error. ' -

® Institutional data “indicate that a

sqpetantlal number of BEOG recipi--

ents ' changed enrollment status or

.. ) N dropped out during the course of
the year. Ten peércent-of students -
who “were full -time at the first
disbursement had either dropped out
or dropped below half time at the,

N second disbursement - term. This
represents 8 percent -of the total
sample. Although these  kinds of
changes are ' not by themselves’

. necessarlly program errors, théey do
seem to be associated with errors -
by institutions and abuses Dby
students. e

" T - B
i . Average absolutg 1nst1tut10nal
’ award error was less than $95. per
. recipient at overr 50 percent of
inst&tutions in our sample, and was
less than $50 per recipient at over
30 percent of institutions in our
sample.

. ® There is little indication that
v * award error is more frequent at ) -
w0 private 1nst1tutlons than at public

4

ki
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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institutions, *yet the average size
of award error was 'larger at pri-,
vate institutions. Proportionate to
their representation in the popula~
tion, students at private institu-
tions had more net award error
(Largely due to the higher average
awards at those institutions).
. 3
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ponents of errOr<‘--

//EP/EAf~Error :i;" ;.y,kxlff;.": .
: ST e BA- and. Citizenship Error .
<\ : e Prograer; Eligibility Exrror. o :

i e :GQSt;gf—Attendance Error

q’i Enrollment Status Error o . -

N ‘ ° - Calculation Errbr N ) = -

Definitions of these error type;'appeared in Chapter 1. The

first three fall into a broad category which we call eligibility

error, and the last three are part of a general category labeled
& -?

disbursement error. Figure 5-1. illustrates the incidence of

»

institutional error by each component type.“

ELIGIBILITY ERROR - ‘

Eligibility error described in this section is error made by-

institutions, in determining whether students meet wthe student
eligibility criteria established in BEOG program regulations to

-qualify for a Basic Grant. There * are several distinct

regulations, in addition to the receIpt of an SEL below 1,600, -

.governing a student's}eligibility for a BEOG award. As Figure
. o . \

5-2 reveals, the incidence of eligibility error_ made by -

institutions in 1980-8l is very low. A total of é.l percent of
all recipients in our sample; were found to' be categorically

ineligible for one or more of the eligibility reasons listed in

13p

v\-ugi;H-Total 1nstitutional error is. comprised ofg§1x types Qr com~

v




*» ) ,
: . : . MEAN ABSOLUTE
. ESTIMATED PERCENT ERROR FOR
T ; ' - RECIPIENTS OF ALL RECIPIENTS
wf-'f - = . - WITH ERROR _ RECIPIENTS WITH ERROR-
v Total Institution Error .991,000 i 42% $366 ,
Institution Error . L“, '
without AEP/FAT Error 873,000 37% $241
’ Componentsl . - .
AEP/FAT Error . 181,000 ! 1.7% $933
BA and Citizenship Error 4,000 * 2% $849
\ N . . ’
Program Eligibil _ 31,300 1.3% $789
-—- --ICost of Attendance ~ - . 54,000 15.0% $177
- | Enroliment Status Errord | N‘43O;006?\ ~18.2% $219
Calculation Error2 368,000 15.6% $ 79

-

) 1Component figures are computed independently for each type of erron, ~ .
The sum therefore exceeds the total of all error, because error has been
counted more than once in all cases where more, than one’ type of: error

. OCCurs. .
N

‘2Estimated breakdown oflinstitutiohal error cgmponents using sﬁﬁ1hg 1981

data. nal component figures will be derive
iation rosters as part of Stage Two of this prOJect.

L3

FIGURE. 5-1

SUMMARY OF INSTITU!I'IONAL ERROR INCIDENCE
AND ABSOLUTE VALUE IN DOLLARS

1

from institutional reconcil-
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ELIGIBILITY ERROR COMPONENTS

ERROR CASES  INCI

DENCE OF ERROR

FIGURE 5-2,

INCIDENCE OF INSTIPUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY ERROR .

Soe

132

( "N = 4530
N WEIGHTED - . UNWEIGHTED
AN -

No Affidavit of Educational 185 3.74%  4.08%
. Purpose ) ) : .
No Financial.Aid Transcriﬁt 185 . 4,10% 4,08%

\ v
Holds Bachelor's-Degree 6 17% .13%
Nonqualified Citizensh{p 2 .06% .04%
Program Eligibility Error
“Course Less Than Six Months 1 .03% .02%
“Enrollment Status Less Than 5 .06% 119 .
‘Half Time :
Nondegree Student 2 .06% ‘ .04%
Grant or Loan Default 4 07% .09%
Not Maintaining Satisfactory 54 1.23% 1.19%
Progress ‘ -
Total Categgrfcally Ineligible 9.10% | 9.30%
Recipients !
% |
) 4
- N .0.
[} \\»,
¢ \\
- 2



. v
the following section. ﬁhe highest incidence of eligibility
error is due to either a missing AEP or FAT. The third highest
rate of eligibilit; enror is due to students not making
' satisfactery progress. Institutions appear to- have minimal
pioblems complying with the other six program regulations.

Eligibility criteria are discussed in the following sections.

Affidavit of Educational Pufpose [AEP] Error

Program Definition: To be eligible for a Basic Grant, a student
must file a notarized affidavit or signed
statement stating that all funds received

- " through Title IV programs will be used
solely for educational or educationally
related purpbses and that the student is
not in default.

i

In 185 student files (3.7 percent) from our sample, a-nota-

*

rized AEP or a signed statement. (notarization became optional

4 -

beginning in 1980-8l) was missing. Several institutions reported

they" collect AEPs from the majority of stqgents through some
N

regular mechanism such as inclusion on institution aid applica—

‘ -

tions or award notices. \The institutions then collect the'
remaining AEPs for students receiVing 'BEOGs or state grants only

throughout the academic year.; Since this is a technicality that
may be cgrrected‘at any tine\yithout*%ffecting the amount of a
BEOG iawaré, institutions epparently feel this ~error's

- \ 2 -
significance does not warrant the delay of disbursements.
.Financial Aid Transcript [FAT] Er&or

Program Definition: -Before a student may receive a Basic Grant,
’ ) the .institution must have received and
evaluated a certiﬁied financial aid tran-
script from that student's prior educa-
tional institution or school. ’




¥

\

. - . LT -
“ . ¥ N . ,

Coingidentally, the same number (185) of FATs as AEPs were

found missing from tiles. For the most part, they were different
~files from those missing AEPs. An FAT provides data on previeus
“aid received by the stugznt and whether or not the student 1is 1n

: .

default. Regulations state that a§>first disbursement may be
made, but a secdnd'BEOG disbursement must be held back until the
rece1pt of a transcript. Since we collected institutional data 1n
the spr1ng of 1981, the majorltngf second d1sbursements had been

. :

1ssued, making awards to students without FATs on f11e in’ error.

Thls finding 1nd1cates 1nst1tutlons treat missing FATs s1m11ar1y .

2

|

2 to missing AEPs, 1.e., as technlcal errors that can be corrected

. ¢ . ) . . * ¢
. after the fact. ..
. M 3
) e .

Bachelor's Degree Error.’ ’ .

a———

Program Definition: To be eligible for a Basic Grant a student
must not have received a previous bache-
. k lor's degree. . . ' “ ’

C "' Six out of 4,530 sample cases (.17 percent) were found.to

»

" have bachelor's degrees. In cases where documentation’ such as an

academic transcript was not available, our data collectors relied

updn student—supplled 1nformat10n to verify. this 1tem, which 1is

il -

vin keeplng with the procedure mosgblnstltutlons usé to check

bachelor's degree status.

>

CitiZenship Error . % "

Program Definifion: To be eligible for a-Basic Grant a student
must be .a U.S. ¢itizen, a permanent resi-
dent, in the U.S. for other than a tempo—

! rary - purpose, or a permanent. resident of
. the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
or the Northern Mariana Islands. . .




—

. e

Only ¢wo cases (.06 percent) 1in the sample did not meet
eligible citizenship criterid for receiving 'a BEOG award. Both
of these noneligible citizenship cases were discovered through

documentatipn in the students' files; no interview data led to
thé detection of students' ineligibility” by reason of citizen-

~

ship. - "o ) /

. Cltlzenshlp and bachelor's degree errorss are caused either -

by student misrepresentations or 1nst1tutlonal overslght Sznce

. .

the number of haehelor s degree and c1t1zensh1p errors found 1is

. -

§0 .small and the‘responsibility“for certifying these eligibility

requirements falls into the institution's realm of responsibil-

¢

ity, we consider both institutional errors.

Program Eligibility Error

-‘ s M s « N
. . . . N N . s
Course Less Than Six Months .

\ . . ! +

Program Definition: To be eligible for a Basic Grant a stude
must be enrolled in a program of ‘study tfat
- is at least six.months in length. ‘ :

LY

Only one case was found wheré an award was made to a stu-
A

" dent’ enrolled in an 1nellglble or less - than s1x—month program.

1

Through admissions or reglstratlon procedures most 1nst1tutlons

&

caﬁ'effectlvely identify students enrolled in nonellglble pro-

. ' I
grams prior to award.’ . : ' '

~
P t

Enrollment Status ﬂ%ss ThdnAHalf.Time « oo

Program Definition: To be ellglble for a Bas1c Grant a- student
must be enrolled as at ‘least a half-time
undergraduate 'student at an institution of
higher education. .

@

¢ Though it is not clear that institutions always adjust

A

awards in conjunetion with student enrollment changes "between

oY
N




\
half-time, three-quarter tlme, and full-time status, there is
gllttle evidence that 1nst1tutlons make errors by dlsburslng BEOG
N L4
funds to students who are not enrolled at least half time. Of

nmorg/than 4,500 rec101ents 1n our sample only 5 students (.06

-

percent) ‘ineligible for this reason reteived BEOG awards.

-

- 3

Nondegree Student

¢

Program Definition: To be eligible for a Basic Grant a student
i must be enrolled in a program which leads
to a bachelor's, associate, undergraduate
'@;;‘ ‘ professional, or certificate degree. s

v

: We discheréd "two cases where students enrolled in non-

degree, noncertificate programs received Basic Grants. . As with

the six-month course length requirements, institutions appear

fairly effectivé in?! blocking award disbursements to students in
v g,

noneligible programs. ,

Grant .or Loan Default

!

Program Definition: A student is not eligible to’ recelve a
' Basic Grant if he or she.is in default on -
N S any Title IV loan--NDSL, GSL/FISL--or owes -
a repayment on. any - .Title IV grant--BEOG,
SEOG, or SSIG--received while in attendance
at that institution. :

.

Four cases of students in our sample in loan default sta-
tus (.07 percent) were detected. In one of these,cases the

institution did not recover the first disbursement but cancelled

the second. As with verification of bachelor's degree ‘status,

“ -often the only document available to verify-loan default status,
. 7 .
particularly for students with previous guaranteed student loans,

is a certification statement supplled by the student.

] 1
.
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\ Not Maintaining Satisfactory Progress

" Program Definitions To be eldgible for a Basic Grant a student
— must maintain satisfactory progress in his
’ "or her course of study.

After AEP/FAT error, students not maintaining satisfactory
progress 1is the most serious source of eligibilit& error. Fifty-
four cases with\such error were discovered,falthéugh this 1inci-
dence of error still:only represents 1.2 percent of our sample.
A wide range of institutional satisfactory progress policies, with
probation periods of various lengths, diverse appeal procedures,

~

.and room for special exceptions are in place in' institutions.

This makes the.task of verifying compliance with th s regulation
difficult. This 1.2 percent incidence of erro \refre ents only
cases where the same data- sources £hat FAOs check for satisfac-—
tory progress inéicated a student recipient was not in satisfac-
tory progress,, according to the institution's policy. For - the
‘most part, this error does not represent c;Les where students
receivéd awards and dropped out or w1thdrew from classes:. follow—
ing the end of refund periods.

In summary,'institutions appear to have little difficulty
complying with eligibility regulations, with the exception of
‘ AEP/FAT requirements. Our findings on the AEP appear'similar to
those of the 1978-79 Quality Control study, where 7 pe;cenﬁ of
rec%pients did not have yalid»AEPs»on file. However, these two
Seis‘of findings on the AEP are not exactly parallel. The data

for ‘this study were collected in the spring, whereas the data

.collection for the earlier study °‘togk place in the fall when

E 127 -
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institutions were still actively collecting AEPs. By the spring

”

of 1979, the incidence of students missing a valid AEP had prob-
— .

ably dropped below 7 pertent. > - ‘

Although we have not recommended a formal corrective action
“

addressing this AEP/PAT problem, a reassessment of the signifi-

i

cance of either of these documents to the administration and

vintegrity of the Basic Grant program may be advisable. A goal

'

should be set of either eliminating these forms or collecting

qg:em in a way that prevents their presence or absence in files

from contributing to award error as it does. now

DISBURSEMENT ERROR .

"As with the first Quality Control study, we found insti-
tutional procedures surrounding calculation and disbursement of

"BEOG awards diverse and noted that final enrollment status and’

-

cost of attendance data used to calculate disbirsements often go
unrecorded. Since- cost of attendance and enrollment status are

the two factors -that are combined with the SEI to determime

scheduled award and expected disburgsement amounts, we assune a

certain amount of error in . these two data items. The act of
« 5 -

calculating the award--converting the SEI from an index to a

dollar awaﬂg figure using the BEOG Payment Schedule--most likely

¥

generated zp additional amount of institutional ‘BEOG ‘error. , In

an effort to discover causes of disbursement error, we identified

¢ '
for further ' investigation three subcategories where such error

could occur and affect the award amount : (1) cost of attendance
f

error, (25 enrollment statPs error, and (3) calculation error.

| l2g .
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Distributing this remaining error among causes would be

fairly straightforward if one standard document were used across

-

all campuses to keep a written record of signifijcant points in a

»
student's” award determination. Since no such document exists,

our analysis of vause for institutional disbursement error is
based on data from the institutional SER kept in student files.
The file SER in some cases‘ig.accuraﬁe; in other cases it is not
because,institgtibns often do not use it as a working document on
which originai stiatus or changes iﬂ enrollment status and awards
are recorded. g

Hence, what we have measured as cause for institution dis-

" bursement error may be as much a measure of the inadequacy of

institution record keeping and lax BEOG program procedures which

\do not require institutions to record the process used for deter-

mining BEOG awards as it is a measure Gf an actual payment

N

‘error.

Cost of Atdg;dancé Error

Definition: Cost of attendance is one of three factors used

to calculate a BEOG expected dlsbursement. Cost
€ . . of .attendance is the total of ‘a student's actual

tuition and fees, room and board expenses, plus a
$400 allowance for books and supplies. Cost of
attendance error occurs when the calculated cost
of: attendance figure used to calculate a stu-
dent's award does not equal that student's actual

cost of .attendance. (For 1981-82 regulations
allow the use of average cost of attepdance
figures.) )

LA ‘
BEOG cost of attendance'err&r, while less widespread than

enrollment status error, still affects 15.0 percent of all recip-

ients with' an absolute mean error of $177 per recipient with\

1\1'
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" error. Cost ~of attendance regulations for the Basic Grant
program had been labeled "a large administrative burden" by
institutions pursuant to the recent regulation change. This 1is

A4

. supported by our findings, which indicate a 51gn1f1cant incidence
of this tyPe of 1nst1tut10nal error. Financial aid offices
appear to 'have partlcular d1ff1culty tracklng ad]ustments to

’students costs _due to mid-year changes 1in room and board

arrangements and status ckanges 1in state residency.

Enxrollment Status Error
7 . .

Definition: ~ Enrollment status is the second of three factors
used to calculate a BEOG expected disbursement. A
separate BEOG payment schedule is used for stu-
dents enrolled full time, three-quarter time, or
half time. Enrollment status error occurs when
the wrong status or the wrong payment schedule 1is
used to calculate the expected disbursement.

Using the‘enrollment status error definition appearing in

Chapter 1, our analysis.show§'that institutions made erxrors 1in

determlnlng correct enrollment status for 18.2 percent of the

BEOG rec1p1ents in our sample with an absolute mean error (under

< ) .
and overaward combined) of $219 per recipient with error. A

certain amount of this error reflects the fact that some

institutions do not update the students' file SERs as enrollment
il .
gstatus changes occur nor maintain records which describe when and

~

why award adjustments were made. Thus,  while a student may have

recejived the correct award, it is not reflected in the financial

ajd office records. _Nevertheless, the hagnitude of this error

indicates that some financial aid offices are not adequately

140
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- d
caléuiating or -adjusting BEOG awards based on the correct enroll-

.ment status factor.

.

We cannot say'definitely why enrollment statug.error occurs.
‘We are also not certain it will remain at this level once recon-
ciliation takes place. However, lax institutional procedures,
uﬂtimely.reconciliation, and inadequate record-keepiné‘practices
surrounding the administration of Basic Grants may be causes for
this tyge-of error. In many cases institutions’ lack uniform and
consisfent procedures for.monitoring a'studént's ongoing eligi-

bility for a grant, such as a system to check enrollment status

of all recipients, and make simultaneous adjustments to BEOG

;,

‘ awards by a specific date each term. f

Y

Calculation Error e

Defipition: Calculation error is error made by .institutions in
T converting the SEI from an index number to a dol-
lar award figure using the BEOG Payment Schedule.
Accurate calculation requires use of the proper
. payment schedule Page based.-on a student's enroll-
ment status (full time, thréeé-quarter time, or
half time) and taking®the award amount from the
correct cell on the payment schedule.

-

L BEOG calculation error occurred in 15.6 percent of “the

tEasgs,with a mean absolute error of .$79, and a net error of. $3.

~

The qQverwhelming majority of cases, over 90 percent, show -error

"within $50 of the correct award. This suggests that one cause of

’ ’ - L] L
calculation error is an incérrect reading of the BEOG award from
' . ‘. h
. the paﬁmeni schedule. ' In most cases, missing the correct award
cell by one:or two-C€ells would cause an error of $50 or less.’

Some caiculation error may also be ‘caused by the more difficult

.~ computation clo¢k-hour schools must use to determine awards. The

4 7
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LI
computation becomes even more complex when a student recipient

v

enrolls in a program which crosses over two academic years.
It 'is probable that a certain amount of calculation error

was -.caused by the_‘léte $50 across-the-board cut. in, 1980-81

< -

awards. As a xéaul; of the cut, it was necessary to issue-a

¢ -

second payment schedule, which may have caused some confusion in
. - t

award calculations. In addition, this $50 cut altered the use of

@

* the payment schedule from previousﬂyears,-haking an award for a
student who attended full time one seﬁes@er<and then dropped ocut

different by $25 from an award for a studqqt(éttendiné half ‘time -

- for a full year. When all casés whé;e ca%cuIatlon error of 426

or less are eliminated, the average net error 1is $24 Jper
. ) . )

recipient with error. . ’

3

STUDENT CHANGES.IN ENROLLMENT STATUS - . Q.u’

This next section discusses findings ‘from our data collec-
N ’ - B :

tion on the frequency with which. students in our sample made
) A

changes in enrollment status between semesters or academic terms.
©

. - * °

Theése findings have no direct relationship with-~the statistics on

institutional. enrollment status error previously discussed.
Students in postsecondary education ffehuentlyAChange their

>
. ) -

enrollment status from .one term to the next for a variety of

reasons; therefc

e
ot

e, it is not surprising that fata from this
%tudy eflec such changes. While our data ‘limit’ us  from
measuring the rela&ifnship between the freguency of enrollment

status changgs and the propensity of institutions to make
. "') P A . —

. N
.
. ’ . *
- . 3 a "
e . . »
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mistakes because of enrollment status changes, we feel it is
r v
important to discuss this topic for two reasons:

) The substantial rate at which Basic GrantkreCipients
make enrollment status changes may be a natural cause
of BEOG error. This has ﬁn@lications for policymakers =
‘with regdrd to the procedures institutions use to .chec¥

enrollment status and adjust BEOG awards. -

While we have no ;clear evidence, inferentfal analysis
together avith data from institutional interviews gives
some indication that a significant minority of students
may be enrolling in school for the. purpose of receiving
a Basic Grant alone and not\necessarily for academic
reasons.

-

Findings on student enrollment status changes between aca-
demic térms show that a considerable’number of students change
enrollment status and in many cases'reduce‘course loads or drop
out of school boﬁh before and after receipt of a Basiqg Grant.

+ Over 15 pércent of the students enrolled full time when they, got

their first disb ements (84 percent of the total sample) were
. 2

either no longer:enrolled or had‘dropped below full-timeistatus
at the time of their second7term disbursements. Ten percent of

’

those who were full time for the first disbursement had either

dropped out’ or dropped below half time by the next disbursement
term}. Thirty-one percent of sthents ¥ho were half,or three-
‘quarter ;im;vat the first disbursement (8 oercent of the total
-sample) had changed to &ull time at the secqgnhd disbursement. ﬂ

Again, because institutions do-not routine%y record enrollr

meént ohangeéaand théir dates of occurrence along.with re§ultingy

0 ©

adjustments to BEOG awards, we cannot assess .the impact of these

.

changed on BEOG error as accurately as we would like. In -addi-

tion, policies setting out wHen students are' lLiable for part or

-]
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all of tuition or other charges if they withdraw from. school are
highly diverse among institutions. Nevertheless, it appears that
the sheer volume of enrollment changes and necessary adjustments
e

to awards is a likely cause of institutional BEOG error.

Besides being a probable source of disbursement error, this

_movement between full, three~quarter, or half time and less than

-~

BEOG-eligible enrollment status may have wider impact on unin-

-+ '
tended behavior effects in the BEOG program. BEOG payments to

~

students and refunds from students who reduce course loads or

withdraw are calculated according to individual institutions'
. t .

interpretations of BEOG requlations and institutional policy. In
spite of the ‘numerous enrollment” status changes, Qpr. Student
Record Abstract [SRA] findings show that only 6 percent of the

total sample had a BEOG overpayment (for this étudy, we defined

~ "overpayment" as any time a student's account showed a.debit to a

-r

BEOG pay@eﬂt), with an average overpaymeht of $195. Whegtthese

. t

shifts in enrollment status between térms are balanced. against
our da®a on BEOG overpayments, there is a- suggestion that a
relatively large number of cases exist where BEOG students drop

out or greatly reduce course-loads between terms. :

¢ >

These shifts in statusiby a BEOG rgcipienﬁ‘gan mean one of
twol things: = (1) the stkudent finished out the term at the origi-
nal enrollment status on which the BEOG was calculated and then

-t f

enrolled at a different status or did not enroll at all for the

next term; (2) the student dropped out or gredtly reduced his or ~

e
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her course load after the end of tuition refund periods which

require student repayment of grants received. Neither of these
6

cases violates current BEOG regulations, and in many instances’

N

the changes are probably made for sound academic or personal rea-
sons. However, combining our data on course 1load changes with

anecdotal evidence froq institutional interviews (such evidence

is discussed in Chapter 4 of ‘the Corrective Actions Volume) leads -

\

. . . 4 ‘ . .
. us to suspect a pattern’of’abuse in the BEOG ogram. A Slgnlﬁ}—
. L4 ’ . - ; ( ' . . i
‘cant number- of students may be enrolling in school specifically
to receive Basic Grants then dropping out after the end of the

refund periods, without violating BEOG regulations.

A related issué is the Federal concern, specifically dis-
A 5

“ N LI - ¢ .
cussed in.a recent GAO report, over satisfactory progress regula-
- 3

42 4 . . . .
! tions g8verning current’.Federal student financial aid recipients.

7

»Current Federal regulations state that a policy must exist but

essentially allow institutions %o define such satisfactory pro-
s

gress policies according to individually set standards. Our

findings indicate a wide diversiﬁy in- satisfactory progress poli- '
cies and inconsistency among institutions in the: application of’
policies to student financial aid recipig&ts on a ,seemingly arbi-

‘ \ % .
¢ trary basis (e.g., separate policies are sometimes applied to

students from disadvantaged backg;oudas, and probation periods

»

were extended in indiwidual cases). In many cases, institutional

satisfactory progyess pdlicies.do not take into account W grades

1
-

received for withdrawals from. courses and are silent on ‘any

v . .
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-¢

[

,requirement',that students must make normal progress toward an

educational degree or certifichte.

Thus, .the fact that students can drop out without penalty to R

'current or future BEOG awards and, in many cases, without violat-

) -+ . ~ .
ing satigfactory progress policies leaves open an opportunity for
. L . N
serious abuse in_this area.
~ :

~

™~

.,

INSTITUTION AWARD ERROR RANGES , . . 1

~

~ ~

Figure 5-3 shows the rangeEOﬁ\apsolute institutional award \1

error for institutions,in our sample. The average size of insti-

tutional error ranges from $0 to $999'p\r recipient. As'the'

chart indicates, 13 percent of our sample 1nst1tut10ns made no t
, .

errors in disbursing Basic Grants during 1980—81. Over 30 per=_

cent had less than a §$50 average award error per recipientf ‘

Figure 5-4 .shows™ the same range'of mean ahsolute institu-
tional error,. omitting AEP/FAT error. In this analysis( 16 per-
cent of the institutions committed no errors, and 45’percent had
average institutionai error of less than $50. In both. approaches
to defining institutional error,‘more’than half of the institu-
tlons had an average award error of less than $95 per rec1p1ent.

. The preponderance of large institutional award d1screpanc1es )
are caused by eligibility errors; hence, the 5 percent of insti-
tutions falling into the highest range in‘Figure 5-3 ‘refilect a
certain amount of eligibility error. As Figure 5-4 shows, fewer
‘institutions have an average error of éZOO or mére when AEP 3nd

-

FAT errors are not counted, because both are eligibility errors.

N
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Nevertheless, these outlier institutions do have a sufficient

number. of cases to be valid and- therefore indigate that a‘;ide
. N / )
range of error is occurring at institutions. . .

Overall, these charts suggest that some schools do zaa;iﬁ/,,/’—‘\e/
“better job of administering Basic Grants than others. The rafige,
and variation in error among institutions suggest that this type

of analysis is useful for determining a standard for measuring
the performance of schools. For example, éince 50 percent of our
sample institutions show an average error of less than $100, such--

a figure might be’ designated as an indicator of standard perform-

ance. : -

It is important to note in this discussion tKhat the institu-
tional error mode in our analysis is $50 for overawards and -$26

A * .
for underawards. Two factors)contribute to this: .BEOG awards,

'

calculated using the SEI and cost of attendance, increase by

i
1ncrements§!% $50 for full-tlme students. Thus, m1331ng the cor-

" rect cell on the payment schedule by 1, when c¢alculating a BEOG

award could very likely'cause a $50 awzfd error. The otﬁer‘con—

tributing factor 1s unique to the 198Q 1l year. Very late in the

proce331ng year BEOG awards were cut‘gcross the board by $50.
This happened after most. studentgﬁ had been notlfleq of the

amounts of their BEOG awards. ' Some confusion then occurred

’

between institution, the. processor, and EDR as to when the spro-
.o ‘ . .
cessor began using the Yevised payment schedule to automatically

calculate awards. We suspect some institutions, using the ¥mxi-

mum award listed on the SER as a guide, reduced awards which had




v

»
-
-

already been reduced by the processor or vice versa. It 1is
¥ . \

« ©

. A v K
~aprobable that institutions failed to catch all the changes.

Again, we attribute a certain amount of underaward error to thls
™ .

one-time 01r€umstance.» . .

INSTITUTION CHARACTERISTICS . - '

This section presents flndlngs on the distribution of stu-

- <

dent and 1nst1tutlonal error among types of 1nst1tut10ns and the

impact of certain institutional procedures and characteristics on

the incidence‘gnd.magnitude of error. Of the 305 institutidns ‘in
. e

our.samPle, 153 are public, 95 are private and qonprofit, and 57

Al

are proprietary institutions.” The distribution of types“of

institutions as opposed to control is as follows: 49 'are less
than: 2-year iﬁsﬁitutions, 105 are 2-year institutions, and 151

are 4~year Qr more than 4-year institutions. Findings discussed

»L-l""

_1n thig section are the.result of simple bivariate data analyses.

/. H
. . . ¢
A later -ch¥pter of this” report discusses the results of our
regressioh analyses to determine error-prone populations and
. < s .

_ifstitution types. Since regression analysis isolates -and ana-

PO -t -

lyzes sechted characteristics while holding all else constant.,

some differences in figdings(occurn

» Public, Private, and Proérietary Institutions

7
! !

Figure 5-5vrepoLts the differences in the incidence and size

-of total institution and student awérd discrepancies at public,

~ r

private, and proprietéry institutions. Our findings indicate
. ' ’ o
that private and proprietary institutions, on average, meke

P

'
~
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T PUBLIC = - - PRIVATE PROPRIETARY

3 1 ] ’ v (Sampie N = 2,949) (Sampte N = 828)- (Samp_le N = 307)
Total Disbursement Discrepancies
All Underawards . ,
) Percent with Discrepancles 228 16% . 27%
¢ | . Mean Discrepancles ' ~$224 - . -$227 -$461
All Overawards i
Percent with Discrepancles 48% . " 56% 534 ,
Mean Discrepancies - $403 . $517 ,  $653 '
* ‘ h [, -0
Institution Error .
Underawards .o
Parcent with Discrepancies 18% - A * 29% . .
Mean Discrepancles ‘ -$201 -$271 . -$443
Overawards * » . e (
Percent with Discrepancies - 28% . 178 328
. Mean Discrepancies $364 $772 ° - $646
* L ‘

Student Error

Under awards ‘ W

Percent with Discrepanties 7% 143 _ong . .
Mean Discrepancies - =$240 -, =$219 . ) -$208 . * ”
& LY
! Over awards . . . . - - ) \
Percent wlth Discrepancies 25% . i 42% 32%
Mean Discrepancies * $384 $391 . $520
Sum of Total Award , - .
v f b
Discrepancies in Dollars $248 M h $112 M . $42M « A
‘ > Percent of Net Error 628 28% 10%
Percent of Recipient Population 73% 19¢ 8¢
A .
FIGURE 5-5

DISBURSEMENT DISCREPANCIES AT
PUBLIC, PRIVATE, AND PROPRIETARY INSTITUTIONS




larger overaward and underaward errors. than do public ipstitu-:
tions, and, proportionate to their representation in the popu-
. lation, they contribute to more 'net award error. The actual

frequency, as oppésed to the magnitude, of institutional error at

private institutions (21 percent), however, 1is Qquite low in
comparison to error at public and (46 percent) proprietary
institutions (61 percent). The incidence of student error is

. < . . . . . .
grea?éi at private and proprietary 1institutions, while the size
] . . ‘ .
of student over- and underawards 1is generally similar across

institution” types. These findings suggest that private

_institutions, where there are fewer BEOG recipients than at

F

public institutions, are better able to administer the grant

program. The larger average award error at private institutions

‘

is *due to an overall larger average award size at such

institutions. .
i
Less Than Two-Year, Two-Year, and Four-Year Institutions

a

} Figure.~$= shows the distribution of toéa} student and

/
institutional ‘errdr among types of institutions—--less than two-

year, ?wo-yéar, and four-year. Our analysis indicates that -Yess
than two-year institutions, which are largely proprietary

schools, make the largest average .institutional over and under-

awards and have a higher incidence of overawards than do two-
year and four-year institutions. Some of thid error is due-to

the complekities of calculating expected disbursements for stu-
9 - .
dents at clock-hour institutions. The variety of programs with

differing lengths and total clock hours offered by one instltu-

- e '-\
” tion, mingled with students cressing over two academi¢ years

o . ’ ' 152
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. ) , < 2-YEAR ® 2_YEAR 4-YEAR
(Sample N=220)(Sample N=1,270)(Sample N=2,594)
Total Disbursement D1screpanc1es )

A1l Underawards
Percent w1th*D1screpanc1es 31% 29% 16%
Mean Dlscreganc1es - -$482 -$211 . -$243 .

A1l Overaward ‘ ’ ; -

- Percent with Discrepancies 53% 45% ;o 52%
Mean Discrepancies - $596 $378 $465

Institution Error

Underawards
Percent with Discrepancies 31% 28% 9% .
Mean Discrepancies -$484 -$196 -$230

Overawards )
Percent with D1screpanc1es T 8% . . 3% 23%
Mean Discrepancies $578 $336 $491 -

. Student,Error _

Underawards . - . .
Percegt Wwith Discrepancies 13% ~ 5% 10%
Mean Discrepancies -$211 . =$233 . -$232

Overawards . ®
Percent with Discrepancies 31%° . - 20% 33% .
Mean.Biscrepancies - $479 $378 L, $397

{ ' L
“Sum of Total Award

Discrepancies in Dollars $ 22 M $ 80 M $298 M

Percent of Net Error ) 5% ' 20% ) 75%

\ Percent of Recipient Popiilation 6% 31% 63%

- " )
. . i . i
FIGURE 5—6 ‘
! ) DISBURSEMENT DISCREPANCIES AT

LESS THAN 2-YEAR, 2-YEAR, AND 4-YEAR INSTITUTIONS




while cémpleting~one program, limits our efforts to accurately
measure errof at proprietary instit‘tioné, except on a case-by-
case basis. Nevertheless, the magnitude of institutionalveryor
at less than two-year institutions points to other problems which®
may relate to the timing of disbursements and award adjustments
(BEQG repayments). Some timing problems, for example, are
explained by the fact that students attendiﬁé propriétafies wﬁ}ch
are Alternate Diébursement System [ADS] iﬁgpitutions often
receive late dfébursements. ) |
The fact tha£ four-year institutions exhibit the lowest
igéidence of institutional over and underaward (23 percent and 9
percent, respectively) may be due to their better management of -~
the BEOG program,- or it may be that Basic Grants are easier to
administer at four-year schools because og more uniform academic
calendars. We hypothesize that the reason overawards at
v proprietary and four;year institutiéns are‘ greater is ﬁainly
becaqse their cosﬁs of attendance and average BEOG awards are’
higher, and hence categorical eligibility errors a;é more likely
.- té bé larger ovargward errors. This .can be seen in Figure 5—7;
which ‘displays net and absolute error means for error components
by types of institution. Figures for AEé/FAT error (the most
prevalent eligibility error) across the five institution types
| show that the four-year and "six-month program in;titutions on
| this chart have the largest positive award errors. Underaward
error, On thé.other hénd, is always disbursement error, hence,

. Vg vag ] N t '
smaller in magnitude than eligibility error.
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NET ERROR MEANS BY INSTITUTION TYPE

- ) N 6-MONTH-

ERROR COMPONENT UNIVERSITY 4-YEAR 2-YEAR < 2-YEAR - PROGRAMS
SEI _ $108 $ 115 $ 60 - $ 86 $ 115
Program Eligibility 722 1,056 907 902 © 932
BA Degree/Citizenship 786 1,363 264 © 0 0
‘| AEP/FAT 884 _J 1,053 918 863 1,110
Cost of Attendance 3 -62 -5 205 ~55

5 ] .

—

" 62-S

ABSOLUTE ERROR MEANS BY INSTITUTION TYPE

!

6-MONTH
ERROR COMPONENT UNIVERSITY . 4-YEAR 2-YEAR < 2-YEAR PROGRAMS
SEI - $155 $ 183 - S 86 ©os111 S 180
Program Eligibility 722 . 1,,056 907 - . .902 932
BA Degree/Citizenship 786 1,363 T 264 .0 0
AEP/FAT 884 1,053 920 863 1,110
Cost of Attendance

200 151 ° 147 314 113

- FIGURE 5-7 4*.

COMPONENT ERROR MEANS BY INSTITUTION TYPE




14

. Underaward error at institutions, when AEP/FAT error is
excluded, is almost as high as overaward error. This is due, in

part, to institutions that had not made or scheduled their final

© .

disbursements at the time of our data collection. Nonetheless,

the magnitude of underaward error' gives some indication that a
significant number of schools are either not recording award dis-

bursements on a timely basis or are holding up disbursements for

‘reasons of their own. One example, reported by an FAO, 'was that

of a student on probation status whose grant was being held back

until he passed at lea the first half of his semester courses.

-

As stated before, w Xpect a decrease in both under and over-

~ " . .

award error at’ institutions once analysis of data from 1980-81
Student Validation Rosters is completed during Stage Two.
\ The incidence of student error ,is higher at fohr—yeér

schools than at two-year schools. This may be due to the fact
| .

‘ that a larger proportion of students from higher-income families

> attend four-year institutions; such ™ students are fnore error

’

prone. The average AGI for the families of students or’

iqdependent students in our sample attending 4-year schools is’
$11,832, compared to $7,737 for students at 2-year institutions.

The discrepancies in student overaward error, particularly the

difference in percent Of error tween less than two-year and

J l

two-year institutions; are not as eagily understood. Differences
in income do.not explain this latter discrepancy, since figures:

" on average AGI and student income are very similar between these

two groups. This indicates that some other factor, related

5-30 1 57
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to students who attend proprietary schools, is causing their

-

higher' student award error.

Type of Disbursement System - 5

ﬁnfqrtunately, only a small number of students sampled
attended in§titutions administering Basic Grant; under the ADS: a
total of 1.3 percent of regipients from our samﬁie. - For this
small samp%e we were unable to detectAany'gignifiéant differences
in the rate of student error than for stpéents—ettending Regular

Disbursement System [RDS] institutions. Due to the nature of ADS

-~

central disbursement, hoyever, we wgré able to document actual.

disbursements to only two of these students because the schools

-

they attended voluntarily kept records of BEOG disbursémgnts. of
.the 29 ADS schools in our sqéple, 25 did not keep-recd:as of
central BEOG disﬁursement; made to their students by ED.
Additionally, interview datg suggest that ADS éayments are éften
heid upgpending the resolution of application pﬁobleméﬂ including

validation. Delays in disbursements appear to extend over a

¢ [}

relatively large part of .the academic year, making verification

of program accuracy difficult.

"

’
[ . )

Institutions Collecting IRS Forms o

A relatively small, but possibly growing, proportion - of

LY

institytions routihely collect copies of IRS tax returns from

»

‘ students receiving financial aid. Seventy insttitutions visited,

3

or 23 percent of our sample, ieported such routine colléction.
i

v

q .
Given tﬁe importance of this form in documenting or verifying




students' eligibility for .aid, we hypothesized that collecting
) . \ Py

IRS forms reduces‘tﬁe incidence of student error. As Figure 5-8

indicates, however,}'this 'hypothesis is mnot° supported by our’

N

,findings. 'No significant differences were found in either stu-

t . -

dent or instrtutioqeerrOr., Although there is -evidence that AGI

‘ errors are'rarely large at either kind of school (of the students
/ ) ' . /

, for whom we had hard documentation to verify SER data, only 10

percent, had AGIs that differed by more than $500 from the AGIs on

.

their‘SERs), the findinél:f no difference may be viewed by some

as a surpr1s1ng result \

leadlng . The result is clearly not to be 1nterpreted as implying

, the useléssness of 1nst1tutlonal 1040 checks.

‘There are several specific confounding factors ‘that make

these particularrihstitutional’data'of 1imit§§\:ffi\Z:r policy
. .
decisions regarding the 1040 checks. First, the schools that

-

collect the forms do hot seem to be examininé them as closely as

’

would'berideil (or would be done by ‘a central processor under a

‘revised BEOG delivery system). Second, the sctiools requiring the

forms may have - had especiaily wide eglér rates to begin with.

Such schools may be instituting tax form requlrements to reduce
- L3
their errors.to more typical ‘levels (1.e., to the 1evels of most

of the schools not, requlrlng the forms). Third, institutions may
be requlrlng ‘I'RS forms- but using them only torverify awards of

Campus—based funds. Fourth, it should be remembered that the def-

!

inition of error used in th1s report 1s largely based on tax

>

forms as \verlfylng information, so Wdving tax form "data 1is
A

' ' \ )
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i / -~
o . DO NOT ’céLLECT : N\
! - A COLLECT IRS FORMS . IRS FORMS /
. ’ , (Samp]e N = 801) (Sample N;— 3,283) A -
- ' . i’ o -, \
_ ] ~
Total Dt§bursemenf biscrepancies ’ o Lo -
A1l Underawards . . ' S |
Percent with discrepancigs o .23% ' -0 21%
1. Mean discrepancies . ' -$330 - -$228
A1l Overawards ' : e
Percent with d1screpanc1es v ' 51% ) 50%°
Mean discrepancies , $463 . . -$445 .
Institution Error .
Underawards .
Percent with discrepancies 16% 164 -~
Mean discrepanciés -$344 _ -$215
Overawards- : R T
Percent with discrepancies - . 28% . 26% ,
Mean discrepancies J . 34 <7 %430 )
Student Error . ‘
Underawards . '
Percent with discrepancies - 1% . 9%
Mean discrepancies --$260 © -$222. <
- Overawards . : ' . )
Percent with discrepancies . 30% 28% ¢
Mean discrepancies = : $391 $400 -
- = i ! A )
sum of Total Award <o .
Discrepancies in dollars -  ° § 72 M $330 M °
= Percent of net error 18% 82%
Percent of recipikrt population 19% - 81%
™ ’ )
A . . ’
' FIGURE 5-8

DISBURSEMENT DISCREPANCIES AT
INSTITUTIONS COLLEGTING IRS FORMS ROUTINELY
AND INSTITUTIONS NOT COLLECTING THE FORMS

160°
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-artifactually correlated with error 1in the study.’~Fiftﬁ, tax
forms are not currently the foicial source of AGI data foF the
program, and not .all students have the fQrms or have their awards
pased én theg, so in;titution~level'daﬁa do not provide an ade-
quate test of the usefulness of thé forms for corrective action
purposes by ED policymakers. |

Institutional Validation

Figure 5-9 compares disbursement discrepancies for institu-
tions which conduct their own institutional validation (54 per-

cent of our sample) in addition to the procedures mandated by ED

&

for selected Basic Grant recipients. As in the case of institu-

‘

tions collecting IRS forms, there is no clear preliminary\ evi-
. . \

N \
dence that institutional validation procedures have any impact on

o

student or total award'epror. However, tﬁis analysis 1s blurred
byjthe fact that subgtantial student error may be caused by inac-
curate SER data items that are not verified through standard val-
idation procedures. °There.is, on the -other hand, a small differ-
ence in the incidence of institution error assoéiated with insti-
tutional validation. Schools which indeéendentiy validate some
Basic Grant recipients commit fewer errors “(a £otal of 36 percent
disbursement ergor for institutions with their own validation'
system versus a 54 percent réte for the remainéer). Overall,
however, there was only an 8 percent difference in the proportion
of students with any a;ard error ;or institgtions with 'their own
validation (70 percent) and #hose institutions not va{igézing on

. N
their own (78 percent). Analysis indicates student error was

-
-
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. INSTITUTIONAL NO iNSTIFUTIbNAL -
w e . VAL IDATION VALIDATION
‘ . (Sample N = 2,697) (Sample N = 1,387)

Total. D1sbursement D1screpanc1es

A1 Underawards = , E ° \
- Percent with discrepancies: . 1% 22%°
Mean discrefancies -$241 . -$262 :
A1l Overawards T .
Percent with- discrepancies' 47% . 55%
Mean d1screpanc1es_ $447 - $451 .
Institution Error ' ' . i}
. Underawards ) .
Percent with discrepancies . © o 14% 20%
Mean discrepancies X . -$219 ~-$268
Overawards ' ’
Percent with d1screpanc1es . 22% 34%.
) Mean discrepancies- $437 . $447
. | ‘Student Error . , . .
Underawards "\\L A - .
Percent with discrepancie ' 10% 7% :
- Mean discrepanc1es -$235 -$218
Overawards - ) . ‘
Percent with d1screpanc1es .- .29% e 21% 7
*  Mean .discrepancies . $401 $391
: . . v
4
Sum.of Total Award | - : ] -
Discrepancies in dollars ' 248 M '$154 M
L Percent of net ‘error 62% . . 38%
Percent of recipienf population . 66% 34% .
- . . o
FIGURE 5—9 i . !

DISBURSEMENT DISCREPANCIES AT INSTITUTIONS
CONDUCTING AND NOT CONDUCTING INSTITUTIONAL VALIDATION




-slightly higher a;ﬁinsﬁitutiohs performing their own validation

(39 percent as opposed to 34 percent), leading to the hypothesis

\\ ~ . ' . . 3 . 3 3 .
that at least some institutional validation 1s instigated by
’ * J

,

perceived problems with the accuracy of BEOG application data or

-

-

khowledge that the institution hasférisjépronelstudents.

A selective analysis of error .differences, between institu-

£

* tions which reported they validate all Basic Grant recipients and

L4

_institutions that validate only selected students.showed no dif-

ference in the incidence or average amount of .either institu-

-

-

tional or student error. These data are not adequate for conclu-

sions about the efficacy of more intensive validatipn as an ED

4

policy move, however,. because of the unknown precipitating fac-

tors behind institutions choosing to validate more intensively
PR .
and because of the differences in the kinds of added vatidatio

conducted.

o

It may be, for example, that schoals with greater validation

L4 5

efforts are pursuing that tactic to lower extraordinarily high

initial e}ror rates, and the additional validation may actually
be working to normalize error levels at those schools. Until
. further work is undertaken, no firm conglusibns on the value of
addeé validation may._.-be made. As a start, the additional anar:

ysis discussed in Chapter 7, comparing document data with SER
*data found in student files, sheds some light on whether institu-
tions are actually carrying validation procedures to their full

conclusion. R




-

~ -~
~ ” ~ It
"~ ¢ . .

- ., Chapter 7 also reviews the importance of BEOG validation for

- he recipients in our sample. _ = ) ",

Other Institutional Procedures _ .

4 )., « o ~

other analyses of institutional characteristics performed to

L]

discover causes for, institutional error included: , ’

® The lmpact of OSFA tralnlng on the incidence of BEOG
error , ¢ .
2 . .
’ ® The impact of who caléulates BEQG awards (profession-
- als, students, clericals) on the presence of error
¢ -
e Dlscrepancmes in error’ between quarter and semester
schools '
. . : ¢
] The impact of an automated system for checking enrol-

lment and calculatlng awards on the presence of error
Flgure 5- 10 suggests that attendance at OSEA training work-
shops has little effect.on reducing error in the BEOG program.

While the table shows an inVers¢ relationship bet@een'attending

workshops and institutional error.at larger schools (those with

. . . . v - . -
more than 3 financial aid officers), there is a very low level of

student error at the larger”schools where 751percent or more of

the FAOsS have attended training. Because AEP/FAT, error obscures
1 .

our eﬁgggﬁs to relate causes of error to institutiaonal character-
istics,~ theseé findings as a whole are not easy to interpret. It

) R \ .
however, have some "'‘positive

does appear, that the workshops

¢

effect on reducing student error.

he .

place greater emphasis on student application aspects of the BEOG

program than on proper calculation and disbursement procedures.

"In our analysls we compared institutions where only profes—

those wheére professlonals and others

310na1s calculate awards,

v - .

.Perhaps training programs’

.




——

1S

ERROR FOR STUDENTS-WHO ATTEND INSTITUTIONS
WITH MORE  THAN THREE FINANCIAL AID OFFICERS

: ) : . - FEWER THAN 25% . 75% OR MORE’
INCIDENCE OF ERROR ATTENDED TRAINING ATTENDED TRAINING
7 _ 1 R :
Tthl,Error . 65.3% . 64.3%
Institution Error 9.0% ) 38.1%

Student Error . 57.9% - | 31.4%
“

P

Q

r

'ERROR FOR STUDENTS WHO ATTEND INSTITUTIONS
WITH THREE OR FEWER FINANCIAL AID OFFICERS

»
»

- N - >

: ( *  NO FAOS AT LEAST ONE FAO |
INCIDENCE OF ERROR " ATTENDED TRAINING ATTENDED TRAINING [
. - R ; e ’ ~
Total Error y .// 60.0% 70.7%
s ' T ‘ :
Institution Error 32.0% .. 42.8%
. - ' LQ '
Student Error < ., 38:8% - 38.2%

. FIGURE 5-10

rRELATIONSH&P BETWEE§ OSFA TRAINING AND BEOG ERROR

£ 4 .
. ‘ 4 »
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»

calculate awards, apd those where only clerical staff, students,

-

adﬁlnonprofessionals calqulate awards. No significant differ-
. =~ }

4 . “ ) . . .
ences 1n either student or institutional error among any of these

categories resulted.

‘ N . oottt
The only significant difference found in our comparison of

error betWeen‘éemester and quarter-term schools was a lower inci-

dence of institutional underaward at semester schoolé. This 1is

probably because final disbursements Pad either not been made or
had not beeqﬁrecorded on the books of some quarter-term schools
at the time of our spring data collection.

;'Finally, schools that administer aspects of the BEOG pro-
gram by computer showed absolutely no differences in levels of

. . . > . " .
error from institutions which operate on a manual basis.l

M e

-

b

b

Loy

4

1The reader interested in learning more details about the four
analyses described in this final:-Gsection of the chapter is urged
to refer to the appendices of this volume. These appendices pro- °
vide a wealth of potentially useful des¢riptive information on
these and other topics. This information was not included in the

_main body’of'the report for reasons of readability and flow.
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CHAPTER 6

ERROR-PRONE PROFILING

.

In this chapter we exam%pe rec1p1ent character-

istics related to student eryor and the

haracteristics

of schools related
" former we: hope to b
likely to, be

in error

,institution error.

From the

able to identify students most

so/ that targeted corrective

7 actions, such as validation, can be employed. From the
latter we simiLery hope to identify institutional
characteristics rela to error so that targeted

coagestive actions, ‘'such as program review, can be
used. T . .

Through‘ihe use of a sequential search algorithm
called Automatic Interaction- Detecter [AID], we have
split the nonvalidated Basic Grant recipients in our

" sample
groups.

into

20

‘exhalistive 'and mutually

Within each group recipients Had

exclusive'

similar,

identifiable. application data:

By ranking these groups

7 .

in order of average net student error per recipient, we
can construct a priority order for validation. The
results yielded: «

o Identification of 2 percent of the
recipients who had over 7 percent
of student error

.
R

° Identification cf 20 percent of the
’ recipients who had over 50 percent
"of the error

Idehtifiéation of 53 percent of the
" recipients who had over 80 percent
of the error

° Identification of 2 percent of the
recipients who had an .average net
student error of over §$370

° Identification of about 5. percent
: of the recipients who_had an aver- ;
\ age net student error of over $261 5

In addition ta the AID technique, we employed

linear regression 'tQ relate family characterlstlcs to

error.: We found- ’ ‘
: .
The higher a recipient's family
AGI, nonta*able income,  assets, or
. A Co.
- - 6-1 1€7




Linear regression techniques were used to identify
characteristics of schools related to institutional
Our results showed:

error.

S 2N

own income, the higher the esti-
mated student error.

Conversely, the larger the house-
hold size or number in college, the
lower the estimated student error.

Independent recipients have a lower
average award error than dependent
recipients.

Private four-year schools had a
significantly lower institutional
award error per recipibntvthan pub-,
lic four-year schools.

Public two-year -~ and proprietary
schools had a significantly higher
Anstitutional award error per reci-
pient than public four-year
schools.

Institutions that administer their
own validation systems have a 'sig-
nificantly lower absolute average
institutional award error s than
those schools which do not.

Ty
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IDENTIFICATION OF ERROR-PRONE RECIPIENTS FOR FURTHER VALIDATION

Currently, Pre~Established Criteyia [PEC] seledt about 7
percent of Basic Grant applications for validation. by financial

aid officers. The issue we address in this section is the iden-

- ’

tification of error-prone recipients 'who were not already

selected for validation. If we can identify these groups, using

1

applic&tion data, we can the@ establish a priority for further or

additional wvalidation by quantifying the relationship bétwegn

P

addiLional validation and error poteq;ially removable. .
It would have been desirab%e.to\devélop error-prone profil-

ing for all applicants, but this is be?ond our‘presen% capabi-

. . . . 4 . ’ I. -
lity since our sampling was restricted to the universe 0f;rec1p—

+
M

ients as of fall 1980. o ‘ e

Thus, the anélysis to follow, 1is résEricted ih at least two
¢
$

ways: ‘ h ' - S,
® Analysis oﬁly~applies_to reciﬁzengs:
°® Potential predictors are restré;¥ed to application
data. ' \ "

For'this phase of our analysis, welemployed;the sequeﬁtial
selection algorithm of the Automatic Interaction Detector [AfD]
program developed by the Institute for "Social" Reseérch at the
University of Michigan. 'Since this procedure 1is 1intended to
build models, its results should be treated as teﬁta;ive until we

: . .

are able to validate the model against anh independent data base.

. . {
Nevertheless,: the AID apéroach is- a tested, state-of-the-art

.6~§ 18(
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4 -

technique in Federal. and state ageﬁcies needing to detect error
in individuals' applications for government funds.
v oo -
. The discussion here reviéws theypreliminary results of error

profilipg using only application data as potential predictors and

recipient cases which were not selected for validation. The cri-

terion or-dependént variable used -in error profiling is student

t

error. The, precise definition of s$tudent error has already been
¢

presented in Chapter 1.

-

. '
Data consisted of approximately 3,200 records of Basic Frant

. . . . |
recipients who had not been selected for qglldatlonu For each
recipient the file contains data from the application (as
recorded on computed applicgnt records), the student and parent

quéstiongéires, IRS copies of income tax records, property tax

N

assessors' offices, financial institution records, and SRAs.
Many of these data items are used to calculate the best 'verified
student award which 1is. the standard against which error is
calculated. .

The list of potential predictors was restricted to the set

-

of data elements availaﬁle on the application. This was done

-

because the original motivation for this effort was to develop

+
. i

new PECs for selecting the applicants for validation, and the
selection would have to be based on only the data elements actu-

ally on the ication. Some aaﬁlication’data elements were

eliminﬁ&ed ¥i since they were not expected to have predic-

. tive power, wing the following 36 potential predictors:
™ Dependency status (independe or dependent student)
* , .

6':'4 70 J

co—




Age of reci

‘Net income

pient

of the household

The portion of income earned by the father or indepen-

dent studen

t

Unusual medical expenses (dollars and percentage above

20 percent
Taxes paid
Savings of
Neé assets
Home value

Home, equity

of net income): |

*

by the parents or-independent student
the parents or independent student

of dependent students .

Value of investment assets

Net equity
Value of bu
Net equity

Net family

\

Transaction

'Household s

of investment assets
siness or farm

in buéiness or farm’
assets

number for the SER

ize

Number of dependents Jtending postsecondary institu-

‘tions "

Whether or
Whether tax
Number of e

Adjusted gr

-8ocial Secu

Nén;axablé

Dependent s

not tax figureé are estimated
returns were assumed tb have been filed
xemptions »
oss income
rity income
incbme, other than Social Security

-« —

tudent's own income

Student's marital status

!

Sy
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LS

® Parents' marital status

‘® Value of itemized deductions for 1979,
"o Student's age

° Value of initial SEI

) Whether student lived with parents in 1979
® Whether student lived with parents in 1980

!

student was claimed as an exemption on
1979 income tax return

° Whether
parents'

[ ] Whether student was  claimed as an exemption on
parents' 1980 income tax return
°® Whether student received $750 in support from parents
“ in 1979
° Whether student received $750 in support from parents
in 1980. »

The AID model evaluates each predictor with respect to its
ability to form two separate dgroups very different from each
other with respect to the level of error. After finding that

predictor which yields this best split, the pfocess is repeated

on each offthe two new groups. The process continues until one

.. L}
of three—-events occurs:

® . Newly formed groups have fewer than 25 observations.
® There are over 40 groups.
® The Dbest split does not impfoVe prediction power

enough, i.e., resulting between-group sum of squares is
less than .2 total sum of squares.

percent of

[

!

The aﬁalysis described here resulted in a set of 39 groups,

20 of which are final groups. .  These 20 final groups are mutually

t

exclusive and exhaustive, whereas the 19 other groups represéng °




combinations of these 20 final'g%oupsﬂ Fourteen of the 36 poten-—
. “tial predictors are.utiljized in'defining'the final groups.
_. - Figure 6-1 displays the average net. errors and group sizes

for the 19 final groups. Group 35 has the h1ghest average error,

an overpayment of $38l, -and group 38 has the _lowest average

’

~

error, an underpayment of $151.
d// Since AID solutions ihvolveqihteraction%_among the predic-
tors, it is difficult to: describe or assess the substantiue
nature of the output as would be the case with regréssion analy-
.sis. « The entire search sequence is diagrammed in Figure 6-2,
where each box represents 1 of the 39 groups. Entrles in the box
include average dollar error (X), group size (N), and the vari-=
able wh1ch is used to further split the group The values of the
variable which deflne the next group are indicated on thel con-—
necting lines. h

The first splﬁt was 'imposed to’ separate indepehdent from
dependent students.‘ ~ This was done because of the fundamental
differences between these two groups ahd because the pred%ctor‘
variables take on somewhat different meanings for each of these
groups. {

Independent students, group 3, are then split based on the
portion of income earned by the student. At‘the next level,
independent students afe'split according to whethér or not tax

data supplied on the application was -from a filed tax return.

Finally, age of student was used to split‘%t the fifth level.

-




GROUP . - -CUMULATIVE  NUMBER . CUMULATIVE NUMBER
NUMBER  NET ERROR NET ERROR % -OF CASES OF CASES $
35 $381 4.1 31 S 1.0 -
27 .31 7.9 29 1.9
g - 4 ’ . .
33 "330 10.8 25 . 2.7
c29 307 ¢. - 14.6 36 . g 3.8
i\ 37 261"y 19.4 . 53 . 5.5
/ / V ’
031 226 24,6 65 ~ 7.5
- . t 7 ;
34 " 224 32.7 - 104 10.7
32 166~ 40.2 135 . 15,0
24 ‘ 151 - .50.1 188 1 20.8
- . / '
26 " 141 | 56.3 125 / 24.7
28, 98 59:3 89 /o~ 21.5
30 - s 65.5 179 33.1
o1z | . . 86 ;" 78,0 419 © O 46.2
¢ 13 /' r - - T
20 . 85 84.6 223 & 53,2
39 63 _ 85.2 25, 54,0
is  dg 89,1 231 . 61.2
i - . , / o )
8 .38 96.5 560 - 4 R £ B
. / ! ‘
- 36 - 38 " '96.8 " 25 © o 79.5
R - 21+ 101.4 - " 629 99, 2
O - =151 *° 100.0 27, - 100,0
! ‘ ‘ ‘
, ‘. FIGURE 6-1 o~ -
4 ‘ > AVERAGE NET STUDENT ERROR AND GROUP SIZES
* ( . FOR FENAL GROUPS

a’ . ~
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3 .
X = 90
. , N = 3198 ‘
STATUS *
' \
: ' Dependent l -
. . .
2 _ ’ .
X =97 ¥ 2
N = 2065 .
. Taxes Pavd P
. $500 or Less I Over$500 .
— i 1
3 s
X =51 . X =132
" N = 884 . N = 1181
Susnss/Form Vaiue . Number In College
$10.000 or Less © l Over $10,000 One ° ( Two or More
1 f : -
10 _ 1 _ 6 _ —~—
X = 38 * X = 189 X = 98
") v N =806 N =78 N =614
. Net Household Assets Number Of Exemptions initisf SEI
020.‘00001quva$20.000 Over 5 [ 5 or Less 1200 ‘or Less l Over 1200
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Dependent students, group‘2, were split on taxes\paid at the
second level. Splits gé the third level utilizdgd@- business/farm
value and the number of childfen in colleéen Fourth level sﬁlits

.o *
" were based on net -household assets, number of tax"%xemp,ti'ons,

initial wvalues of SEIs, and taxes pai&. . Initial eligibility

indexes and net household ‘asSets appear again as fifth level

~
N

split variables along with home values. At 'the last level of
splits, AGI, home équity,.ahd&whether or'not student will receive
$750 in support during 1981 were utilized. Com%lete definition;
of the 19 final groubs are presented in Figure 6-3° »

The importance of variables ﬁay be reflected by the -order in-

which they first enter the model, as follows: .
-~ .

® Taxes paid «
® Number in College )
®  Income Portion of Father/Student
°® Value of Business or Farm \-\>
® Tax Figures Are Estimated .
'®  Net Household Assets-
) Initial SEI | q
o Age of Student )
e ~ AGI )
® Home Value . ' -
‘® . $7§0 Support in 1880 ) )
| e  “Number pf Tax Exemptions ) N
‘® Home Equity ‘ . ‘ '
\ i -
. . .
67'11177 !
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. { N . ‘
1 The groups formed by the AID model can be used to plot the

- M , : . .

' relationship between  total net. error potentially removable and
[ ' . \ .

required number. of additional validations. This estimated rela-

- .
-

tionfhip expressed in percentagelterms-is depicted in Figure 6-4.
Its construction is described in the follbwing(pafagraph.

s

First, the groubs are ranked by.siéé of error (as depicted

" earlier in Figure 6-1).° Then,K total net error for each group 1s
. - . . R /. < -

- .

calculated by multiplying éverége group error ‘by. group ‘size.

- , ‘ . ‘ N
Then, the cumulative group: si’zes and total net error are calcu- .

lated, expressed as percentages, and useéd to plot the points in

.

the figure.

, . \ . ‘ / '
If Group 35 (about 1 percent of all nonvalidated students)
was selected for additional wvalidation, about ' 4 percent of

student error could potentially be removed. Selection of gELups

€

35, 27, 33, 29, and 37, which together account for 5.5 percent of

-nonvalidatéd students, could potentially expose 19.4 percent of

éumulalivg net' error. Since the graph depicts an increasing

slope, gains to additional validation becgme lower as additional R
. o . .

students are selected. As noted earlier, this relationship 1is
o . . ,o 1 R s v
based on total student error potentially removabler and thus\ -
' N » B -, -

overstates, error likely to be removed. - It is unlikely that the

error uncovered by the -multifaceted ‘field work utilized in this

4.

- research study ,would be removed by the validation procedures
)
currently in use. w e

. . {
. . .

°/ B . ) e ¢ . \
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.REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF STUDENT AND INSTITUTION ERROR USING VERI-
FIED APPLICANT AND INSTITUTION DATA

t

This section presents the results of several simple regres--

D)

sion modeld developed to explain error in the Basic Grant

program. The AID model described earlier in this chapter

.attembted to identify error-prone populations using only the
information available on student applications in order to deveibp

a more effective method for selecting applications for yalida1
tion. In" contrast, the purpose of constructing the regression

models was to determine the significant factors'contributing to

award errors. We therefore used theibest.possfble information
. \

available, whatever its source, ,in the ‘estimation of the regres-

a

sion equations.

In determining the .siénlficant explanatory factors for a

Yy

.given dependent variable, Sregression analysis has important

A

advantages when compared to the statistical analyses utilized in

earlier sectiona or chapters of this report. Bivariate techni- -

gues Such as cross-tabulations and simple .correlations, because

'

they oniy'measure the relationship between the dependent variable

9 2 s
and one explanat%ry variable and 1gnore the p0331ble effects of
1D
other explanatory variables, can produce misleading results in

certain situations. Regqgssﬁ%n’equations avoid this problem by

¢

measuring the effect of an explanatory variable on the dependent

a
\ -~

,variabie_ takingi into account the values of other explanatory

DY

variabtes; AID analy31s is wuseful 1in 1dent1fy1ng error-prone

groups, dﬁt 1t does not provide a xnethod for det%rmlnlng the

relatlve importance of each of the eXplanatotry factors. Because
.- R s, - - A -




of these advantages, regression analysis was felt to be -an

appropriate supplemental technique for investigating the fac-

tors leading- to error in the Basic Grant program.

. Two separate analyses were performed using regré&slon equa-
tions. These two analyses were to explain institutional award
error and student award error, respectiveily. As stated previ-

-

ously, the analyses were conducted using the most accurate data

‘%vailable) for each variable, not simply the data ‘available to

prodessors Or 1institutions. The explanatory variables, were
N ]

selécted based on bivariate‘analysis and the AID results. When

t

these techniques - indicated significant relazjonships between
these variables and the dependent variables, t

e varliables were

chosen as explanatory factors for the regres31on analyses. The

.

regresslon analyses ‘did not 1nclude students found to be categor—

random phenomenon

estimated using

ically ineligible because th1s is essentially

<

of an either-or nature.*®* The equations 'we
: ) ' ° ‘/" M .
Ordinary Least Squares [oLs]. techniques &nd were welghted- to

represent all Basic Grant recipients. . )
. ' . . . ~
In both equations the absolute value of -award error. was. used

-

as the dependent variable. This approach was chosen because both-

overawards and underawards are misallocations of resources and

\

therefore of theoretically equal prqgraﬁ importance._ In addi-

tion, 1if certain expl&natory variables are associafed with both

larger positive and negative award errors,” this. relationship can

only be estimated ugsing the absolute value of award error as the
v " - | '
dependent. varlable." If net award error¥is used ‘as the dependent

R ~

variable-lnstead, théh «the estimates produced by the regression

- 6-16 153
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equation will not #ndicate a elat}onshlp between such an éxpla—
natory variable and award error.

Régression models were developed “which related tﬁe absoiute
value of institutional award error (as the dependent‘variable)_to
the type and control of.the ingtitution, whether the institutiom
had its own'validation system and/or required students to submit
tax forms, whetﬁer the institution cﬂecked a student's enrollment ..
status before making a disbursement, and how often the institu-
tion checked disbursements. All of these explanatofy variables
were categorical and were converted into dummy variables (i.e.,
variables having only two possible values,  zero and one). The
estimated results of this analysis are presented in Figure 6—5:

Private four-year schools were estimated to have a signifi-

.

cantly lower absolute average institutional award error and

public two-year and proprietary schools a significantly higher
; )

I
')faxmglute average institutional, award error than four-year public : -

N,

schools. In\gaaitionl it appears that' institutions ‘that adminis-

ter their own validation .system or check enrollment status before

&

making disbursements have a significantlyilower absolute average
institutional awafd error than institutions that do not follow .\'a‘\\
these practices. The strongest finding perta;;ed to proprietary
schools. 'These schools may very well engage in practices causing
substantially higher abéolute average. institutional award error’

ﬁg gpan other schools. Aitérnativelfp as sugéested in Chapter 5,

\ . . . .
‘the finding may only reflect the more complicated award calégla—

tion reqyired for proprietary schools.

»
l ) i
'
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'PRIVATE  PUBLIC  PRIVATE  PROPRIE-  OWN USE TAX® CHECK  CHECK 3
INTERCEPT! 4-YR.2  2.YR.2 2.YR.2 TARYZ  VALIDAT.2  FORMZ  ENROLL.2 DISBURS.2 R2

- 116 -26 40 ' -14 155 -39 0.1 -39 6 .10
(13%)4 . (4%)  (6%) (1) (17%) (7%) (0) (5%) (1)

[ : [

l1he intercept represents.the estimated average institutional award error for students attend-
ing a public four-year institution which does not administer its own validation system, require
students to submit tax forms, check enrollment, or check disbursements. Such an institution is
the comparison category for the analysis.<

2The values in’ the columns (the coefficiegts) represent’ the estimated difference in the abso-
lute value of average institutional award error between students attending institutions not
represented in the category and students attending institutions. represented in the category.

o
|
.
o]

3The R2 represents corrected R-Square, a measure of the goodness of fit of the model correcting
for the number of degrees of freedom in the equation. An RZ of .10 indicates a total of 10 percent
of the variatiozfdn the dependent variable is explained by the explanatory variables in the equation.

4The asterisk indicate significant relationship between this variable and the dependent variable -
at the 99 percent confidence level. Parentheses are used for t statistics.

FIGURE 6-5 180w

RESULTS OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS
OF INSTITUTIONAL AWARD ERROR
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The model shows a relatively-t6w explanatory power, as evi-
' N

denced by the corrected R-Square of only .10 (a figure of between
/N .20 and .30 is considered reasonable for individual cross-section

data).l This .indicates either that there were importand

‘explanatary variables omitted from the equation or that institu-

tional award error 1is essentially a random oOr institution-
specific process that cannot be explained using our existing
analytical categories. In an attempt to increase .the explanatory

power of the mpdel, student characteristics and the'disbursement

level were added to the equation as explanazcry variables. This

-

had little appreciable effect on the model.

The analysis of absolute average'student award error pro-
t . - . .
ceeded 1in a. similar fashion to the analysis of 1institutional

-award error. The explanatory variables consisted of AGI, student

"~ income for dependerit students, assets, home value, household

S\\\\size, number of persons in college, nontaxable income, and

I d

dependency status. The estimated results for this equation are

[}

presented in ?igure 6-6.

The results indicate that the higher a student's family a1,

own income, assets, nontaxa#le income,” ¢r home value, the higher

.

the éstimated sfudent award error--and the larger the household,

«

size or number.in coellege, “the lower ‘the estimated student award

error. ' In addition, independent students appear td hawve a lqgwer
. s - .

s

1'I'he corrected .R-Square ista measure -of the percentage of
variation in the dependent variable that is explained by

\\\\\pi tory variables. In this equation, only 10 percent of
var1at1 in. institutional award error was captured by
explanatory varlables used.
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L - NONTAXABLE . " HOME_ . HOUSEHOLD  "# ‘IN STUDENT* " DEPENDENCY
INTERCEPT AGIl INcOMEL  ASSETSL wvaLuel  sizel COLLEGEl ~ INCOMEL  sTATUSZ  R2

142 0.01 0.02 0.06.  0.003 -22 -52 0.05 -27 .23
(8*)4  (18%) . (8%) (6%)  (11%¥)  (8*) (8¥) (15%)  (2*)

.

\ N . E 4 ‘.
IThese variables were estimated as continuous -variables meaning that the coefficients (values
in the columns) represent the estimated change in the dependent variable corresponding to a
one-unit change in the explanatory variable. o

2Dependency status -is a dummy variable coded "0" for dependent students and "“1" for indepen-
dent students. The coefficient -27 represents the estimated difference in absolute average

student award error between dependent and independent students (i.e., independents have $27

less award error. in ‘the context ofgf%e:model specified.) R o B .

3The R2 represents corrected R-Square, a-measure of the goodness of fit of the model correct-
ing for the number of degrees of freedom in the equation. An R2 of .23 indicates a total of
23 percent of the variation in the dependent variable is explained by the explanatory variables
in the equation. : ' :

. M i
4The astefisk indicates a significant relationship between this variable and the” dependent
variable at the 95 percent confidence level. Parentheses are used for t statistics.
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>

student award error than dependent students. The corrected

>

R-Square of .23 seems to suggest the equation 1s a r&latively
good representation of the origins of student award error.
‘ These results are nevertheless not necessarily indicative of

a 'causal relationship between the explanatory characteristics

x

\belng cons1dereq and student award error. It 1s quite likely

that what the regression equatlon most powerfully estimates 1is

. L

the.relationship between the Basic Grant award formula and stu-

dent award error. A broad spectrum of students commit errors on

! —— —————— J—— —_— et - o m o me ——

1nd1v1dua1 data 1tems (see Chapter 3), but only for some students

»

will these errors result in erroneous awards. For example, very

ral

poor studénts’can make large errors on severdl application items
. . N ;
. >

and still receive a correct maximum award. -

.

~There are several indications that the regression resylts

Ky

are reflecting this relatibnship‘between the award formula and

student award error. ‘The positive relationship _between‘ AGI,

; A : .
assets, student income, home value, and- nontaxable, income, on the

~

one hand, and student award error, on the‘other, may be due to
the fact that the hiéher the values for these exﬁlanatory vari-

ables, the dgreater the impact on student award error for any’

t

application item error. Similarly,.the negative relationstp of

household size and the number of persons in college with student
2 award error may be caused by the fact that the higher the values

for these explanatory variables, the smaller the impact on stu-

dent award error for any application. item error. Finally, the

»

result that independent students have lower student award error

IS 7 %

-~




P » ~

‘ than dependent students may reflect the fact that ‘independent

>

students have lower idbgmes, and, therefore, any application item

error will.not affeéct student award error as greatky. ™~

\

Thefconclusibn regarding the.regression analysis must there-

fore be a cautious one. The results do provide guidelines as to

the relative relationships of a numberwof institutional and stu-

’

dent: characteristies to award errors, but the difficulty of

. ‘_’ N , y . )
assessing these relationships independent of the Basic Grant for-

-

mula -and other_QonfoundingAfactors lessens the immediate policy

-

usefulness of these findings.

M
\

Y
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CHAPTER 7

BEOG VALIDATION

.
a .
o i N i,

One method used by OSFA to incredse the accuracy
of application data-is valldatlon——a process in which a
sample of applicants 1is seiected and certain data 1tems

are verified by financial aid offlce personnel.

study showed:

o Recipients

S

flagged for

validation

‘Oour’

‘ in our sample displayed an average
increase in their SEIs of almost 16
L points between the time they were .
flagged for validation’ and their .
final correctlons. In contrast,
those in our samplé not flagged for
. validation showed an average
decrease in their SEIs.of almost 36
points. .Thus, those flagged for
walidation tended to decrease their .
eligibility while "‘those not flagged L e
tended to increase their ellglbll-
ity throughout the year. .
LT
° Seventy ~four percent of recipients °
who were flagged for validation had
‘- " no change .in SEI becausg of .it. By )
tontrast, 92 percent of recipients 8. N
not flagded for validation had no
change in SEI. . ' T

® - Considerable error remained with

’ recipients even after validation. ’ ,
An estlmated $146 in absolute award L. . .
discrepancy due to student error

o

) per validated- student was found. . p

e The average absolute award dlscre- - L
» - pancy ‘due to student error was $112 - "
for ,recipients rggdomlx flaggedyfor
validation. fﬂﬁ;’average,gbsofute:

award discrepan due. to student

© error was $135 _for-. recxplents not
i ' flagged for validation. /5 This ,$23
< . average improvement. iS one measure
. of the positive but limited effec

of valldatlon on reduang stu t . i .
érrors . L . . R v - . ot

vy ! et o be i . . ) )
. s j'; L . o .




BACKGROUND ° - .

The purpose of this chapter ‘is to assess the effectiveness of
the -existing val.i_dation system. Validation was institui‘d to
reduce the. level of error in selfreported application itemsf

¥

which affect the size’ of the student's grant and ellgibility.’
Validation involves a procedure by which 4certain application .
entfies are verified by ‘financial aid, office persdnnel foF

selected apﬁllcations. Applications are selected for one of two’
reasons. First, some applications are raﬁdqt;y/selected, usiné\a—

sequential sampling rule, i.e., every nth application is selected

until a maximum number is reached. Second, applications satisfy%

‘'ing .Pre-Established Criteria - [PEC] are selected for valldatlon.

These crlterla were deslgned to select appllcatlons theught to

.

have high probabllltles of being in error, .on the basis of exper—
! [+ N .

ience and loglcal considerations. ’ .

4

Not all abplications satisfyihg the PEC, ﬁowever, .are
selected for validation,ka Each criterion has an established
ceiling. Once the number ot applicatioﬂs,selected for validation
using that-criterion reaches the ceiling, no further applications
are selected for validation (as a-.genenal rule). Thus, the
chance of being selected Qiminishes as the funding Qear prcceeds.

An applicant who has been selected for validaticn is required
to prbvide the financial aid officer dpcumente? éroof for the

s

following items: ' C . o .

° Dependency status .

B
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® AGI

V] ’ -
o' Federal income taxes paid )
° Household size .
e - Number in college \ ' T T o
_— Other nontaxable income )
v o Debendent applicant's income ‘a . 1
Optionally, proof may be required for the foilowing iteﬁs:
[ Med}cal and dental efpenses. .
e - Elementary and high school tuition . ":
.%f/o\ | Veterans educationar henefit§ a { .
o ‘9- .Social Securlty beneflts e A -

A}

[ - * -
The aid offlcer compares the documents with the values of
.

'Lthe applicatlon 1tems (as . shown' on the SER) and determlnes

s

] Whether the differenoes exceed established tolerances. .If the
.:ﬁ -~ - ! ‘ )

differences are within tolerances, _payment can be made. to “the

Astudent.. If not, .the student must ‘submit, correctlons to- the cen-
tral'prooessor éon‘}ecomputatlon of the eligibility index. ‘If
thé'oase is somthat~unolear; the.aid officer 1is al%éwedua degree
of discretion in Qetermrning the dispensation of the caseg

Establishe%.toieranoes do not allow any ohange in dependency

-

4 ! &
lscrepanc1es whlch would not ra1se an orlglnal SEI

status; ﬁbuse?:ld size, applioant's savings/aSsets, or number °*in
' college. Any

above zero are cons1dere§ to be within toler/?ce. Changes in

parental assets (or assets ‘of independent students who have their

own depenoents) which do not raise net asset value above $25,000

or which do not chinge net assets by over $1,000 are also 'within




‘ . . v

tolerance. For independent students the tolerance is $100 on net

-

assets. Tolerances On parental income value$ are $500 on each of

7 components or $500 -on _efbfegtive family income (sum of income

. minus taxes), For independent applicant income, the tolerance is

I 4

$100 instead of $500. ' ' .

13
/

These/ tolerances are rather wide J.n ‘that a $500 change 1in

parental 1ncome can be associated with .an, SEI change of nearly 50

po:.nts f’ If.this change were cOuple with a $l OOO cban.g'e in par-
\/ental a/ssets, together the‘{ could result 1¥ an "SEI change of oveir\
lOOVpon.nts.. Further, 1nh%b1tions to! the effectj‘.venesas of valida-
tion are the‘ce‘ilings \ix.gpgsed‘to keep down the number of valida-

tions which must be performed by financial ‘aid officers.

/ / ‘
/,EFFECTiVENESS OF VALIDATION . ‘

In. thﬁ.s "chapter we review )t}evjeffectiveness "of validation

/

/ procedures which were 1in place_ ‘for the 1980-81 fun'd‘ing year.
While we would 1like to assess the J".'mpact of validation on all
applicants, this isr not possible since our data base is restric-
ted to fall 1980 recipients. .Y ' )

) One rpeasure of eff'ectiven,ess we use i/s.the change in the

-

’

eligibility index measured between two.points in time. The first

point is when the applicant was selected. for validation; the

second point }',s the most recent transaction on the. central pro-

1)

cessor's file as of a certain date. This is a proxy &£or valida-

tion induced corrections.

'

will include all changes--voluntary and validation .induced

changes.

It is an imperfect measure since it




&

~

The second measure of effectiveness is the difference in the

average disbursement erxrors between validated and nonvalidated

* ! IS

recipients. This§ measure 1is also imperfect in that it does not

* : { - -
measure how much error 1s removed by validation. It measures

[3

error which remains after validation.

N SEI‘Changes are presented in Figﬁre 7-1 as unwelghted arith-

" “metic meaps. In all cases, SEI was capped at 1;6Ol4in order to
Y measure effective SEI changé rather than actual SEI change (this

.. limits pogitive SEI changes to'1,601). The absolute value of the

-

SEI changeNgounts all SEI changes resulting from validation. The

net value of SEI change allows Offsetting of negative .SEI changes -

against positive SEI changes. As SEI 1is increased, payments are

-decreased and greater dollar savings are realized.
Figure 7-1 presents statistics concerning average change 1in

!
SEI between . selection [for validation- and the most recent SER.

L d

Colufn 1 shows that for the 1,022 validated cases the average net,
SEI change was a positive 15.9 points. Thus, validated students

increased their SEIs, which meant they would receive lower
. \ :

grants. Treating i?creases and decreases as changesy the average
absolute change is 81 points. -,
\\\\ Students not subjected to validation\submitted corrections

which decreased their SEIs by negrly 36 points, thus increasing
T tﬁeir grants. Tﬁ;\\hverage absqiute change was‘146.6, points.

. : C o w ‘
Comparing validated and nonvalidated students we see that

'validated studenfél had 1larger changes gnd/Qr moreé frequent

ghgﬁges since, the average absolute value of’ changes (8l) is

v

- . . -




OVERALL . .CATEGORICAL MEAN .
MEgy,CHANGE DECREASE NO CHANGE INCREASE/
/
All validated /
Cases * . .,
.- .~ . ‘ //
‘Absolute . 81.0 £ 357.4 0 283,5 "
QNet : 1509 * ’ .
N 1022 93 754 175,
(%) 7 - (100.0) (9.1) (73.8) -« (17.1) .
All Non- :
validdted L 3/ -
CaSeS . 4 ’
. ~ .
Absolute .. 46.6 653.8- 0 279.3
Net -35.9 A ,
N . 3256 203 2996 57
(%) . (100.0) (6.2) (92J¥ (1.8)
Random Vali- !
dated Cases ) :
Absolute * 681 366.2 .0 312.3
Net 8.2 . ) .
N 159 L 13 126 - 20
(%) (100.0) T (8.2) (79.2) (12.6)
CaseSrHeetiﬂg ’
PECs * . )
Absolute 82.6 356.0 0 '276.8
Net 17.2
- N 871 80 634 - 157
(%) _(100.0) (9.2) (72.8) (18.0)
‘ ’ r, .
FIGURE 7-1

ABSOLUTE .AND NET EFFECTIVE SEI CHANGE




.

nearly twice -khaf of nonvalidated students 45{6). Furthermore,

v ’, :
-

correctlohs submitted by valldated students 1ncreased th r SEIs

by 52'p01nts4¢fl 3 increase + 35.9 decrease) compared 'to nonval-.

ldated students. . L « .

- >

-

The rlght-most three columns of Figure 7-1 d1saggregate cor-
rections 1into SEI decreases, zero SEI changes, and SEI 1ncreases.

Validated students less often had zero SEI changes (73.8 percent
3 . . . - ‘
°compared to 92.0 percent). The proportlon of validated students

N [y

with SEI 1ncreases was nearly 10 times as high as for npnvall-
dated students (17.1 percent compared to 1.8 percent) The aver-

age 1increases were nearly equal, while decreases on average were
. . 1

smaller- for validated students (653 8 £Qr %mmvalldated compared

L]

to 357.4afor validated) . /

~

"Of the 26.2 percent of validated students having changes, 65

percent had incrgases compared to 23 percent of the 8 percent: of

)

the nonvalldated students who had changes: Nonvalidated students
with changes were much more likely to have decreases than vali-

dated students (77.5 percent.compared to 34.7 percent).

In summary, validated students are more likely to have SEI

changes than nonvalidated students, ‘and the change is much more
. N .

llker to be an increase in SEI.. Overall,“valldated students

¥

-

1ncreased their SEI by 16 points instead of decreaslng the SEI by

rd
36‘points, a difference in corrections behavior which on average

’

raises SEIs for validated students 52 points above their nonvali-

dated counterparts.’




Tﬁe bottom two /panels of Figure 7-1 break down the statis-

tics for all validated studénts by reasons for validation. The
, . £

[ .
third panel shows ,statistics for students selected randomly,

j <5 . .

whereas panel four contains data for students selected for vali-

[
L J

dation because of ‘meeting one or more of the PEC.
/ .

A cdmpérison of nonvalidated students (Panel 2) and randomly

3

selected; students (Pahél 3) would assess thex degrée to which

validation is effective in stimulating corrections when applied

to similar students. Randomly selected students increased their
. . !‘ v
SEIs by 8.2 points compared to the decrease of 35.9 points exper-

-

ienced , by nonvalidated students. Randomly selected students héd
changes 20.8 percent .of the time compared to ohly‘8 percent for

nonvalidated students. Of students with changes, randomly vali-

dated students were. more likely' to have increases (60.6" percent. -

4

~of the time compared to 22.5 percent for nonvalidated students).
Tﬁese'increéses‘were ﬁigﬁé; for randomly'vallaéted éaSes‘(§l2.3-
compared to 179.3). Decreasei”were larger for honvalidated stu-
dents (653.8 compared to 366.2).
In’ conclusiop, it appears that wvalidation itself when
applied to similar studénts does result in reducing error and -

v

lowering payments. . .

PRE-ESTABLISHED CRITERIA

Contrasting randomly validated cases (Panel 3) with cases
meeﬁinq the PEC 'will address the is}ue of how well the PEC target
validation. If they are wéll éesigned, they should select cases
which have lérger errors .and thus should show laréer « SEI

- : : T

7-9 1~(’)r
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" increases. This is confirmed byxignirles in Figure 7-1.  SEI

increases for randoml§ selected cases are about half the level of

SEI increases for cases meeting the PECs (8.2‘percentfcompareq~to
17.2 percent). Similgrly, changes are more likely for -QEC ;.
selected students (27.2 percent &ompared to 20.8 percen%{.’ For
those with chanéeé, PEC selected students are only slightly mér?‘

likely to have increases (66.% percent compared to 60.6 percent).
- ° R

Thus, the.Pre-Established Criteria are marginally more effective

than random selection.

The Pre—Esﬁéblished Criteria consist of seven major categor-
ies labeled A £hrough G. Major category A is further broken down
into 21 subcategories: Al.through A2l. The attached Appendix

/
contains a listing of these criteria. Figure 7-2 presents SEI
change statistics by reason for selection.

'Condipion C—-éEI éhanges éver 250 points--appears' to be most
effective in that it elicits an average SEI \inérease of 44

L

points. Next most effective is category A, with an average

increasg of 22.5. Categofies D, E, F, and G had too few occur-

rences to make any statement concérning their efficacy. Category

B is similar to category C except that it targets only on recipi-

ents who had SEIs over 1,600 (iﬁéiiéible) at some point and cur-
rent SEIs lower than 1,351. _, Furthermore, category B shows a

small SEI decrease.
LY . .

The first' factor- to consider in analyzing this data is that

o

the sample does nof include nonrecipients. Therefore, the mean
¢

\
SEI change for all validated students (including nonrecipients) -

- . .

o AR
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T CATEGQRICAL MEAN
MEAN - DECREASE - NO-CHANGE INCREASE

At l !
- . N R - . f
Absolute 95.7 386.5 -0 , 280.9
Net 22.5 ) .
: N ) 594 ) 57 411 - 126
_ . () - (100.0)  "(9.6)° .  (69.2) (21.2)
B: ‘ 3 _ ' .
. Absolute 58.7  297.2 - 0 . 209.1
s Net " "'209
N 135 14 - “ 103 18 .
(%) . (100.0) (10.4) - (76.3) . (13.3)
Cs - A
Absolute 69.4  213.0 379.8
Net 44.0 A v
_ N 67 . . 4 10 :
\ (%) (100.0) . (6.0) (14.9)°
De ) o o
® . Absolute 0 0 . 0
Net 0 - , : !
N 2 0 2 ) 0 -
E: / B ' .
Aﬁsolute 41.1 287.4
et -4101 -
. 35, s .
(%) (100.0) (14.3)
F:
ABsolute 10.6 ol 0
Net 10.6 . .
N 30 ' 0
() (100.0) €0.0)
, .
None . ' .
FIGURE 7-2 ///
. . ] AN :
' SEI CHANGE BY PECS
' L) ‘2”1 N
" 7-11 %




is understated by thg figures in Fldure 7-1 because all validated
. '

N

ﬁnreciplents who

are 1initially éliglbié experienge positive SBEI

changes causing them to be %nellgible. Undoubtedly,. the greatest

pértion of large . positive .SEI changes are missing from the
13 o’
sample. Conversely, measuring SEI change due to validation from

L]

the &First to the last SER overstates SEI change. Validation may

be responsible for only oné“or two correctiong and, thus, a

e @ —

smal%er change in SEI. But since it cannot be determined which

transactions are a direct result of the wvalidation process, all

-— . : ©

corrections fdllowFﬁE*Abalidationoaselection are assumed  to ‘be
'product7.of vafidation. Lastly,—~ it 1s assumed that since the

student was validated, the last correction was received by the

@

institution. If the last'correctién was vbluntary/ though, the

s .

. student may have neglected to submit it to the institution,

especially 1if it  were not favorable to the student.. Such a

correction would result in a positive SEI change. Inclusion of

this correction will.mildly 9vgrstate the actual SEI change.

v . _

“ 3
k]

DIFFERENCES IN PRYMENT ERROR . .

B

Le -

\The second measure of validatiop effectiveness involves the

-difference in“disbursement or payment error between validated and

-~

nonvalidated students. 'As noted, it is an imperfect measure. The

4

verification procedures in this study encompass all application
items, whereas validation focuses on seven items. In addition,

validation ~allows discrepancies to go uncorrected 1f they are
within tolerances. Furthermore, the comparis@n is biased against

¥

concluding that validation is effective since the cases validated

-

-

Y

7-1%}06
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are thought to be the worst cases. Thus, 1t 1s possible that

evenn though validation remov/ed{l\ot of error, the error remain-
ing 1s equal to the level of error found 1in the nonvalidated

- . - , €« .
cases.l Y

- -
.

. Figure 7-3 demonstrates that the number of overpayments and

. »
thei'r"average valuel as well as the n'umber of underpayments and

L]

their average value, are not very different for all validated

students compared to nonvalidated, students’. The average over-

. "’ . L) . N
payment of $389 for randamly selected cases(\is $57 below the

average overpayment for nonvalidated students. . . ~

« S ' . .
- Even after ".valJ.datJ.on, student and institutional error

7 rémain. For example, 73 peércent of a).l val:.dated rec:.p:.ents had

-

awards in error. The average .net award error after valldatlon
-

v A ‘ ’
. was $170. There was”a $41 difference in. absolute award dlscre-—

[4

. - ’
' +

. A < . - cos e
p'ancy due to student error between recipientst randomly selected
« + - —— . ‘@ -

~ « . ’

for validatioh and neeipients selected for valida/tlon via ' the
L4

: [

PEC; e %Jould therefor%suspe\gt that the PEC may succe,ssfully

5

1dent1fy some hlghly error prone appllcants. oL -

Comparlng the rr:memly seIeéted rec1p1ents with those not

\ _

validated provides one measure .Of the effectiveness of valJ.da-

-

N

. - . ‘
tion. Presumably those randomly selected roughly represent the

> » =

.

lIn interpreting any data in thJ.s report regarding "remaining
error," the reader should bear in mind that Eﬂg‘valldatlon does

not ~check all items in the formula. . Therefore, even" a perfect
validationr of the present system would'not"be capable of remov:.ng
all error (i.e., producing no remaining application errO'rn for

valldated students as a whole). .

-
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PEC
SELECTED
(Sample N=792)

[3

RANDOMLY
SELECTED
(§amp|e N=145

* T0TAL
. "VALIDATED
(Sample N=937)

¢

NONVALIDATED
(Sample N=2,93

5)

* TOTAL, DISBURSEMENT [_)ISEREPANCIES
""All Underawardg ’
Percent glfhldlscrepanc[es
Mean discrepancies <

All Overawards .
Percent with discrepancles
Mean discrepancies

Mean Net Dlscﬁepancles

Mean Absoiute Discrepanties.

INSTITUTION ERROR
Underawards .
Percent with discrepancies -
Mean d[screpancles

Overawards
Pércent with discrepancies

Mean discrepancies

Mean Net Discrepancies

¢
Mean Absolute D1screpancles

N <]
STUDENT ERROR
-Underawards
Percent with discrepancies
Mean dlscrepancles;

Overawards
Parcent with discrepanices
Mean discrepancies

'Mean Net Discrepancies

Mean Absolute Discrépancies

.

“ g
\ -$248

518

19%
-$276

-

54% °
$389

$158

$263

DISBURSEMENT DISCREPANCIES:

FIGURE' 773

VALIDATED VS. NONVALIDATED STUDENTS

~

-

N

)
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. ‘ J .
nonvalidated, with the exceptions that randomly selected recipi-

@

_ents went through the validation proce!l. With this compaiiéon

as the measure, Figure 7-3 shows an avera§e $23 reduction 1in

absolute student error.

!

o ’ .
INSTI'DUTION PROCEDURES ’ . 4

Yo, ¢ v
~

Validation relies on institutions collecting proper documen-

tation and verifying that certain data items on the application

‘are within specified tolerance of the verified information.

¥

Figure 7-4 displays certain aspects of institutional performance
of validation. \ :

The first column listsgthe data items to be validated, and
tﬁe second column lists the. specified tolerances. If discrepan-
cies do not exceed the t&%érancés,‘thep students need not correct
their applications.

The third célumn lists the percent of cases in which no doc-

umentation for the specified data item was found’ in the financial

¢

" aid file. For AGI, for example, 12.8 percent of those flagged

for wvalidation did not have sﬁpporting documentatioi in the

financial aid file at the time of our site visits in the spr;%g

of 1981.

& ’ 7
The fourth column shows the percentages of recipients whose

discrepancies exceeded the tolerances. A discrepancy was defined
o ) . ’ ’
here to be the difference in the data item between the rfigure

found on fhe SER frdm'which the award was made and the figure

found on the documentation in the financial aid file. In deneral,

7-15 o~
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. VALIDATED CASES ONLY .
- PERCENT OF STUDENT PERCENT OF STUDENT RECORD DOCUMEN-~
PERCENT OF RECIPIENTS WITH  RECORD DATA OUT OF TATION DIFFERENT FROM DOCUMENTATION

REQUIRED<DATA ELEMENT -~ i VALIDATION TOLERANCE NO INSTITUTION DOCUMENTATION BEOG TOLERANGE ! COLLECTED FOR THE 1980-8%1 QC STUOY2
_Dopondoncy. Status 7 ' ’ ) .
Taken As Exemption '79  Mone. . 8.78 " 8.5% ¢ e 2,98
Taken ‘As ’Exo-pt-lon 180 , None N;A. N,A. ’ NAe s © )
Support From Parents '79 None - 1,1 ~ 12,28 "3
Support From Parents '80 g O None ) Il:ll ) 27,28 v
Lived With Parents '79 None ‘ 10,08 . s/ 12,68
leo:l With Parents fao None 10,45 ) . 16;0$ - T 48,78
Househo!d Sll; None 1.7% 13,48 N.A.
Number iIn Postsecondary Ed, . None 14,88 ‘7..61 . N.A._ N
AdJusted Gross Income Independent $100 13,98 . ) > T
' Dependent  $500 12,88 10,28 - 6,2% .
Toer Dl 1 ;::pn::::m 333 | 09 - ' “:::: 038
Other Nontaxable income indepepdent $100 : 14,88 Py
Dependent  $500° 31,48 - 4 1,28 , 58,08
Dependent Student None . 0,0% 53,78 43,08
Income 1979 { ) ,

- ’

! The comparison is between the data item on the SER from which the award was made and on the documentation on file in the financlal ald
office, . ® "
2 The comparison is between the documentation on file In the tinancial ald office and on the “best" documentation we col lected during the
study, In parent Interviews, sfudont‘lnnrvlovs, or directiy from IRS forms,, Only study data supported by some type of dotumentation have
been used In these comparisons, These figures do not represent estimates of total error in SRA data,

tarred cases indicate that documentation was not availlable in a sufficient number of cases to permit reliable statistical analysis,

EFIGURE 7-4 TR
D <00

El{[lCSCTIVENESS OF INSTITUTIONAL DATA COLLECTION FOR BEOG VALIDATION, 1980-81

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




this error rate reflects institutional noncompliance with proper
/ ’ '
validation procedures. '

L

The final column lists the percentage of validated cases far

-

which documentation Iq the financial aid file did not match the
"best" documented. valuesswe had collected. These figures do not
represent institutional noncompliance but do measure shortcomings

~—in_an institution's ability to collect accurate documentation for
these data items. In approximately 10 to 15 percent of validated

cases, we were able to collect documentary evidence (IRS forms,

-

cancelled checks, "lease agreements, etc.) which backed up the

-
-

.information supplied to aid offices for validation purposes by

students and/or pa¥ents. Among thesercases, as the last column
. / ' )

) - . « )
of Figure 7-4 shows, there were many instances where our data did .

not agree with the ®ata recorded in validation materials found an
student records. {
It should be noted that those cases where interviewers did

obtain actual documentation may have been particularly compli-

]

cated or problematic, which would lead to some inflatiop'g the

*

discrepancy rates reported in Figure 7-4. - Nevertheless, w& did

find substantial evidence that intepsive interview probing on
) -

&

validation questions may yield more accurate reporting of data

than the existing, less intensive validation system.

Figure 7-5 breaks out the discrepancies between' documented

data for validated students collected- in the course of the QC

study and student record data for those students' key income

4

items. (In other words, it details some of the, data of the last

e e o o e

w

)

0
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QC DOCUMENTATION VALUE

. NONTAXABLE INCOME

e

-

ON KEY DATA ELEMENTS

DISCREPANCY RANGES: DOCUMENTED VALUES COLLECTED FOR THE
QC STUDY VERSUS STUDENT RECORD ABSTRACT DOCUMENTATION

SMALLER ‘THAN STUDENT ~ ADJUSTED (OTHER THAN STUDENT/SPOUSE
" RECORD 'ABSTRACT VALUE GROSS INCOME - TAXES PAID  SOCIAL SECURITY) . INCOME
$551 or_more 1.5% 1.7% 15,09 1.7%
251 - 550 2% 1.0% 4,09 3.5%
151 - 250 = 0 .29 2.7% 2.3%
51 - 150 .5% 1.0% 3.7% 7.6%
3~ 50- .8% 1.4% 2.7% 5.8%
QC DOCUMENTATION VALUE
EQUAL TO. STUDENT RECORD . 0
ABSTRACT VALUE 93.8% 89.79 42.0% 57 0%
* (Within $2.00) - x - )
A ) . “
QC DOCUMENTATION VALUE
LARGER THAN STUDENT .
RECORD ABSTRACT VALUE \
$ 3- 50 ° 7% 1.7% . 1.0% 8.7%
51 - 150 0 % T 3.7% - 4.1%
151 - ‘250 03% 05%‘ 07% 102%
251 -- 550 2% 1.0% 5.7% 5,2
" 551 or more 2.0% 1.2% . 19.0% 2.3%
oL '
}
IS TREY,
FIGURE 7-5 &3
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columns of Figure 7-4.) For the two items whith could be docu-

mented from IRS data, AGI and taxeées paid, study data agreed with
\ . . ’

SRA data in about 90 percent of cases. Of. thdse cases where

differences were found, 3.2 percent were found to have higher
adjusted incomes than were recorded in students' records, while

3.0 percent had documented incomes lower than those recorded in

-

SRAs. The majority of. differences were over $550.

Data on nontaxable income (other than Social Security) and

student/siaouse income were far less likely to accord with SRA

S

documentation than the IRS items. Only 42.0 percent of our docu-

-

: LS
mented values obtained from independent students or parents of
dependent students equaled SRA data for nontaxable income, and

gnly 57.0gzpercent of our study data matched SRM values for stu-

1

dent/spouse income. The range of discéépancies .for nontaxable

incomes was particularly large; in over one-third of documented

cases the totals were divergent by more tHan $550. The discre=
pancies between study data and SRA data on student/spouse income,

on the other hand, were relatively small; less than 5 percent

$550.

differed by more than :
. MR AN !

Comparisons between our documented data and SRA data indi-

cate that validation of IRS-verifiable items by institutions

/

results in relatively high, but not perfect, levels of accuracy.
i .

Itéms which are difficult to document, such as nontaxable income,

. v

and dependency status items, such as those asking whéther parents

v

supply financial support to students, are far more difficult for
institutions to document accurately.

v

) - T "”—“':*28*""} S mmes
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APPENDIX
x . -~
This appendix is copled without change from the Department
of Education's document. .

L3

1980-81 Validation Criteria

Criteria ‘ Description
Al- Any previous transaction was rejected for the sum of

- and
blanks,
on has been

d the tax filing

portions being greater than 120 percent of A
buSLness/farm value/debt are any jcombin
n gatlves, and zeros arnd this reject r
\Y% rifieé on the current transaction®
status/is not estimated.

A

, A2 Yy Pprevious %ransactlon was rejected for the sum of
élons being greater than 120 percent of AGI and
bu 1ness/farm value/debt are any combination of blanks,
nggatives, and zeros and this reject reason has been
erified on the current transaction and tax filing
status is estimated.

Any previous transaction was rejected for zero AGI and
the sum of portions iaggreater than zero and‘a tax
return has been filed nd business/farm value/debt are
any combination of blanks, negatives, and zeros and
this reject reason has been verified on the current (
transaction. -

-

Any previous transaction was rejected for portions
being greater than 120 percent of ONTI and AGI is blank
or zero and the EI calculated using the sum of ONTI
plus portions is greater than the EI calculated using
ONTI by 50 points and this reject reason has been
verified on the current transaction and no tax return

has peen filed or answer t§ plank.

or
‘ "~

Any previous transaction was rejected for pOrtlons .
being greater than 120 percent of ONTI and AGI is blank
or zero and no EI was calculated and no tax return has-
been filed or answer is blank and this reject reason
has been verified on the current transaction.

AS Student status is independent and any previous trans-
action was rejected for household size -greater than-one
and total income less than $400 per family member and
.this reject reason has been verified on the current
transaction.

v
.

= : . . P
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Criteria Description
—

A6 Student status is dependent and any previous trans-
action was rejected for total income being less than
$400 per family member and this reject reason Has
been verified on the curgent transaction,

. A7 ° Student status is dependent and any previous transac-
tion was rejected for reported tax exceeding ‘computed’
tax by $500 or more and this reject reason has been
verified -on the current transaetion and tax flllng

., status is not estlmated N

A8 Student status is dependent and any prev1ous transac-
tion was re]ected for reported tax exceeding computed
by $500 or more and this reject reason has been veri-
fied on the current transaction and tax filing status
is not estimated. .

2

A9 Student status is independent and any previous trans-
action was re}ected for reported tax exceeding computed
" tax by $500 or more and this reject reason has been
verified on the current transaction and tax filing
- status is not estimated.

AlO Student status is independent and any previous trans-
action was re]ebted for reported tax exceeding computed
tax by $500 or more and this reject reason has been
verified on the current transaction and tax filing
status is estimated.

All Any previous transaction was rejected for medical/
. dental expenses exceeding $5,000 and this reject rea-
. son has been verified on the current transaction.
. Al2 Any previous transaction was rejected ﬁgi madical/
dental expenses exceeding $500 and 30 percerit of

“4——‘—*—“"““*““tctar“rncome—and thts*reject~reasen ‘has—beent verified. -
gg& the currg t transaction.

-&“\\.\ e
1

Al3 Any previous'. .transaction was rejected for tuition
exceeding $500 and 20, percent of tadtal income and this
reject reason Has been verified on'‘the current transac-
tion &,

‘o

Al4 Any premrbus transactlon was réjected for Social, Secur-
ity match and EI calqulated uaﬁng reported SS is less
- than the EI calculated using the SS file amount by more
than 50 points eor, if EI cannot be calculated, the
amount on .SS file exceeds the,reported SS amount by
$500 (dependent) or $100 (independent) and this reject
reason has been verified on the curtent ‘transaction. ’

Ity
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Criteria

AlS

Ald
A}?
Al8
AL

A20

A2l

- Any previous transactlon has an EI grgégér than 1600,

. Description

Any prev1ous transaction was rejected for Social
Security match and EI calculated using reported SS 1is
less than EI.calculated using SS. file amount by 5§

. points-‘and reported amount has begen-corrected and new
reported amount is less th e fi\e amount by $500
(dependent) or $100 (ind

. or
A Y \
Any previous- transaction was xpjected for Social Secur-
ity match and EI was nof calculated and the reported
SS amount is less than the SS file amount by §500
(dependent) or $100 (independent) and reported SS
amount has .been corrected and now,»EI calculated with
reported amount is less than EI dalculated with SS file
amount by more than 50 points.

Any previous transactlon was rejected for VA match with
reported VA amoynt blank, zero and this reject reason
was verified.. .

Any previous transaction was rejected for VA match with
.reported’ VA amount, blank or zero and the reported VA
amount has been corrected ‘to an amount less than $156.

Any previous transactlon was rejected for VA match with
reported VA amount between $0* and $156 and this reject
reason has been verified. .

Any prev1ous transaction was rejected for VA match w1th
reported VA amount between $0 and $156 and reported VA
_ amount has been corrected to an 'amount less.than, S$l56.

Any preﬁlous transactlon was rejected for reported VA’
amount being negatlve or less than®$156 but-greater

than $0 and not a WA, match sand this reject reason has -
been verified on thls transactlon.

LS

N

Any previous transactlon was rejected for reported VA
amount being negative or less than $156 but greater
thamr $0 -angd reported’ VA amount hgas -been corrected to an
‘amount less than $156¢ ’ .

and current transaction hgs an EI leg han 1351.

if the current transaction has an EI less than. 1600

then subtract the current EI from.the hlghest ellqlble'
EI of “any previous transactlon. Select‘lf the resul .7
“is greater than 249 pplnts.

4
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Criteria’
————

"D

A

« . + ‘a
e - T &
- _v" \-,‘ - . . . .
R Dgscrlptlon
- ﬁ’“"’ b s '
Appllcant saV1ﬁ S ‘and, net assets hawve been corrected

from any -p

than $3oo. . ““ &

The first offid}arf

family income omefhag ransaction has been corrected
by an amount greate

:'

Independent with house éld size
. less than $400.mw¢ue
. S T ‘ v
People on the prob}
selected for Va11d§tfbn for the current year.

,ransactlon by an amount greater

.o ~
a

saction was rejected and total

ﬂ§n $3,000. . \ -

of one and total income

»8 ~

- file who should be automatlcally

s v




CHAPTER 8

COMPARISONS OF 1978-79 AND 1980-81 BEOG ERROR

This study 1is in many ways similar to a BEOG Qual-
ity Control study of the 1978-79 award year.  Both were
designed to estimate -national error rates and amounts
in the program. We refer to the 1978-79 study as QC I

o and our 1980 81 study as QC II. Differences include:

g In QC I, data were collected in the

late fall and early winter, and
error computations were based on
comparisons of verified student
data with , expected disbursement
figures from SERs. QC II data were

. collected in the late winter and

: early spring;* and error computa-
tions were based on comparisons of
verified student data with actual
disbursement figures obtained from
the institution.

N - ® The QC II collected secondary veri-
fication documents which QC I did
not, 1including Internal Revenue *
Service copies of tax returns, doc-
umentation from financial institu-
tions on ‘bank accounts, and tax
assessments of home value.

Despite these differences, comparisons of the
flndlngs from the two studies are illumindting:

) Net overawards , (overawards _less
., underawards) increased from $168
per recipient to $170 per recipient

. from 1978-79 to 1980- 81f

\

) With an increase in the universe of
recipients from 1.37 million to
2.36 million, the total ‘estimated
net overawards increased from $215
million to $402 million.

e  Estimated absolute errd}' (over—-
T awards plus upderawards) increased
from $346 million’ to $681 million.




The freqyency oI .underawards and
overawards increased from 41 per-

percent, but’ the agerage impact of-
stud nt -~error per recipient

sed from $48 net overaward to
$94 net_ overaward.

The frequency of institutional
error increased from 22 percent to
42 percent, but the.average impact
of institutional error per recip-
ient' decreased from $120 net* over-
award to $77 net overaward.

The rankings of most error-prone
application items did not change
significantly between 1978-79 and
1980-81. .

>




DEFINITIONS

LY

Due to differences 1in the tiﬁlng and depth of data col--
lection, the definition of error was different for the two
studies. Thus, some dlfferénces in findings are dut to the
respectlve deflnltldns for error employed in each study. As we
w111 show, the procedures for dlscoverlng and defining errors
used 1in QC II reflect é?re accurately the true'underlxing rates
of mistakes ,involved in the BEOG program. ' Elsewﬁere,lwe ﬁave

defind® the algebraic conventions for calculating award errors

*

(see Chapter 1). With regard to institutional error, the data

elements in common between QC I and CC II were:

1. COST (3) - Cost of attendance determined from abstract-
ing student records in the spring semester
when such information .was actually known and
‘complete (based on experierice. of academic
year) ’ ’

.2. ENROLL (3)- Enrollment status determined as was COST
(3) . .

The ' data elements that were different between the two

studies were:

. 3. SEI (1) - The student eligibility index determined
~ ﬁquuring the fall semester of the gcademic
’ year from SERs was used on QC I.

. N 4. SEI (3) - The same index, b§£ abstracted from updated
. : ) SERs during the spring semester of the-aca-
demic. year, was used on QC II.

/5. ED (1) - Expected disbursement, based on SERs durlng
L . the fall semester, was used on QC I.

6. AD (3) - Actual (or planned) disbursement abstracted
‘from .stident records in the spring semester
.+ was used on QC II. i ..

N

~ Pe




~

\
N

S
, ‘'date figures (AD [3

“ene

’ . -

-

Using these data elements, institutional error was defined
aé follows: > ' ," .

/ oC I: ED (1) - ED [SEI (1), COSP (3), ENROLL (3)]

oC II: AD (3) - ED [SEI (3), COST (3), ENROLL (3)]

- . ’( ‘ N .
The definition employeéd by QC II more realistically approx-
imates both the.true underlying rates of institutional error and

~

\ corresponding ayerigf-dollar amounts because of the more up-tb-

SEI [3]) being used in ‘calculations. As
QC II's figures take"nto account adjustments over the‘academic
year, more instances of institutionaI error would be visible, but
EE!SE av;rage d1screpanc1es are dlscovered because such adjust-

-

-meﬁts are deslgned to reconc1le award amounts. QC II- al&a_dls—

. »
OVered Iargec amounts (and greater incidence) of mean under-
P . /-

“.awards attrlbutable to institutional error. §Following tfe same

-

. llne of’ argument, thls can QE explalned by notlng that QC II's
more current data w1ll more accurately reﬁlect several klnds of

institutional bureaucratlc conservatlsm in adjustlng award\\

(.

amounts. That is, SEI (3)\§:ll reflect in many 1nstances updated |

requlrements of students, d AD (3) will. reflect the fact'that

institutions had not, at the tlme of ‘QC II data {oollection,

"caught up” administratively speaking with these, extra legitimate

v
-

anounts to be awarded students. T » !

[

Studéent error was deflned as. follows in these stud1es

4 -
QC I: ED [SEI (1), COST (3}, ENROLL (3)] - ‘
7, / ' .
ED [BEI (*), COST (3), .ENROLL (3)] ;
. o ,
] <17 Z
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Qc II:  ED [SEI (3), COST (3), ENROLL (3)] -

ED [SEI (*), COST (3), ENROLL (3)]

" The new data element introduced here is SEI (*), the Student

¢

Eligibility Index calculated susing best verified information.

rs

The difference between QC I and QC II is again the.utilization by
QC II of more up-to-date information in SEI (3) versus SEI (1) in

QC I. Thus, the relevant comparisons for understanding differ-

»

ences in student errors between QC I and Qé II ihyclve the dis-

L

trepances between SEI (3) versus SEI (*) for QC: II and SEI (1)

versus SEI (*) for QC I. i .

It iIs likely that students correct their SEIs from an ini-

tial wvalue resulting in an award that disappoints them, to a more

o

sgtisfactory value (and higher corfesponding awardf. Such cor-
‘rections would be reflected in SEI (3) Yather than SEI (i), the

v . * . . - .
1p1t1al value, and could account for, the observed 1ncreased rates
q 4

and amounts of overaward error attributable to students found on

a

QC II. ' Similarly, the‘greater iqcidence‘and'hmounts of under-

award error .attributable to students on QC I can be traced to

updat}né behaviors by students over th? course Qf the academic
year. (Everything else being equal, students are motivated to

~

. Lo ®
correct SEIs that result in underawards. Such corrections would

be reflected',iq SEI Q3) resulting in reduced incidence and ¥

amounts of underaward ‘as discovered on QC II. |

’

Finally, calculations for total errors between QC I ang QC

II boil down to the differences between ED (1) and AD (3). s

- . - LI ) n)
3 . -




argued before, ED (1) does not reflect the multiple adjustments
3 ~
and revisions that take place over the course of an academic year

L]

as students and institutions negotiate and reconcile awards.
Thus, while a;erage total overawards were larger in dollar
amounts iq QC I, the incidence of such errors was dgreater as dis~-
covered in QC II. This reflects the ability of QC II to detect
ﬁore errofs; althohgh errors so detected do not translate into
\
larger dollar amounts because reconciliations have taken place
during the academic year. For average total underawards, the
detection in rate of such errors is slightly higher in QC II, but
the dollar amounts of such discrepancies are smaller in QC II

\
because of ireconciliations: And lastly, the greater incidence of

total net overawards discovered in QC II is due to the more

sensitive measures employed by this study. 0

\

COMPARISON OF TOTAL ERROR

.
% [

.

Figure 8-1 displays key findings from the~ 1978-79 and
1980-81 studies. ,QC I was based on a ;ample representing 1.37
miilion recipients, while th% QC II sample wa; weighted tg-repre—
sent a universe of -2.36 million. Disbursement egrofs are pré—\
sented in four ways:‘ Fifst, éhere ére the tétal amounts of érror
attributable to both ihstitgtions and students K making mistakes
(fn both absolute and net ovekaward dollars).. ‘Next, thére are

4
two sets of averébe award errors broken down by student or insti-

3
-

M .

tutional mistakes. These are mean overawards and underawards

calculated, respectively, by averaging .among only "positive"
“~

.
N




TOTAL EXPECTED . ACTUAL DISBURSEMENT
DISBURSEMENT ERROR . ERROR
TOTAL INSTITUTION- 1978-79 1980-81
STUDENT ERROR - (UNIVERSE = 1.37 M) (UNIVERSE = 2.36 M)

’

Absolute $346 million ' $681 million

Net Overawards \ $215 million ‘ $402 million
Percent \ Percent
Meanl with Exror Meanl with Error

~

~

Mean Overawards \ 3
Student Error . (26%)
Institution Error ! (19%)

Total ’ ‘ (41%%

4

Mean Underawards :
. Student Error. 2 (17%) . ( 9%)
Institution Error ( 3%) (16%)

Total (18%) - (218)

&et Overawards . '
Student- Error $ 48 (43%) $ 94 (38%) »
Institution Error $120 (22%) . $ 77 "(428%)

Total Error $168 (59%) $170 (71%)

'
-

4

lMean errors are for those with errors in the rows correspond-
ing to mean overawards and underawards. Mean errors are for the
entire,universe of recipients in the rows correspond;ng to net

overawards.

FIGURE 8-1

COMPARISON OF 1978-79 AND , 1980-81
DISBURSEMENT ERROR




IS

extra amounts .

amounts erroneously not awarded to students.

the mean net overawards

attributed to _either

student or

4

o

institutional mistakes.

erroneously awarded to

students and '"negative"

Lastly, there are

broken down into that which can be

T

* The

latter are averages, not aggregate total amounts as on the first

and second row of the table. e

- In total, QC I estimated $346 millign in absoluﬁe error; the
comparable figure from QC II was $681 million. QCc II also

o€ .
discovered a higher incidence of -both underaward and overaward

error among students and institutions. Mean overawards for cases
(3 .

with overawards are lower in 1980-81 ($448 compared to $531 in
s
1978-79) and mean underawards are lower as well (~-$249 compared

entire recipient

-1

to -$281 in 1978-79). Net ogsrawards over the

-

population are basically the same for the two years. . However,

_ student errorslconzribute more to this figure in 1980-81 than in
}978—79 and institutional errors considerably less.' .

. Thus far, we have described only how discoveries of errors

in dollar amoénts‘of BEOG award disbursements differed between

- QC I and QC II. Turning how to.the relative frequencies of var-

- ious kinds of ;rrors between the two studies, we find that, with

one exception, "the relaEiQé incideénce of errors discovered was

(Two types- <;f %errors--mean total un:ierawards-

a -

net . overawards attributable to student errors--were

higher on QC II.

and mean

essentially not different in frequency ,between the two studies.)

The sole ateépry of error having a higher relative incidence of

“ -

discovery on QC I was mean underawards attributable to student

L 3

-
ry




A\
'

mistakes. It is  therefore méinly the frequency of award errors

rathsr than the size of these errors that accounts for the
) , < .

« increase in total error in the BEOG program in 1980-81.
= - o

A r

i ) A
COMPARISON OF APPLICATION ITEM ERROR

Figure 8-2 compares the application item error rates dis-

covered in QC I and QC II. The application items are ranked from

highest error rate to lowest. As the figure indicates, for mS3t
\

items the overall rankings did\ not change substantially from

1978-79 to 1980-8l. However, in 1978-79 dependent students'

-

.resources, nontaxable income, adjusted gross income, and taxes
.paid were the most error-prone items, while in 1980-81 the four

items most 1likely to be. in error were @cash/savings/checking,
\ ~ \\ ' .
medical/dental expenses, home.value, and home debt.

[

For a few items, however, there was a relatively large dif-

°

/e férence in rates of error between QC I and QC II. For medical/

.

dental egpenses, home debt, and cash/sévings/checking, the rela-
tiv; incidence of error increased. A’possiﬁle exélanation for
- this iggre;se is.that‘in QC II we cpllected "harder" verifying
,_,dOEumentétion and, therefore, were better able to idén?ify errors

in these three application items.: - In QC I, dpplfcation informa-

tion was verified using data gathered from student and parent

6 ~ [~

interviews and student, financial aid recorés. In QC ;I we went
further ang collécted (1) ~tax returns from the IRS to verify
medical/dental expenses and oJther. tax returh _daﬁa, (2) tax
assessor records to verify home.value and debt, and (3) financial

" institution redords to verify cash/savings/checking.

-~

-3 . 222




T

_ RANK ORDER! RANK ORDER2
APPLICATION DISCREPANCIES :DISCREPANCIES
ITEMS FROM QC I FROM QC II

/

Investment Value . 11 14
Sfuaent's.Marital Status ) . 12 -
Student's Household Size / 5
Number in-Postsecondary Education 9
Nontaxable Income ) ' 10
Adjusted Gross Ihcome 7
Taxes Paid ’
Medical/Dental Expenses

Tuition

Home Value

Home Debt

Investment Debt

Cash/Savings/Checking .

Business/Farm Value : (tie) ‘/f
Busineés/%arm Debt 17 (tie) = 15
Pependent Student's Resources 1 6
Amount of Veterans' Benefits 13 (tie) 16
Months of Veterans' Benefits . 12 18

a

lRanks are assigned as follows: lower numbers indicate greater
rates of error and higher numbers 1nd1cate lesser rates of error.
2Only those QC II items which were included in QC I are ranked.
"A rank order 1nd1cates the relatlve position of that item to other
shared items.

FIGURE' 8-2
. RANK ORDER COMPARISON

OF THE INCIDENCE OF DISCREPANCIES
INDIVIDUAL APPLICATION ITEMS BETWEEN QC I AND QC II.

-3
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. COMPARISON OF RATES OF REPORTED DIFFICULTY WITH APPLICATION FORM

Tt For both Qé I and QC 1II, students and parents were asked to
describe the diff;culties'in fiiling out the BEOG application
form. For QcC I,~2§ percentlbf the interviewed studenés and 20
percent of the interviewed pérents indicated that they had Aif-

ficulty with at léast 1 item on'thé application. By comparison,

more students (3@ percent) and fewer parents (14 ﬁercent) admit-

ted difficulty in QC II.

Figure 8-3 ranks the 10 items that students from QC I indi-
cated were most difficult to answer. The rank order for these 10
items 1is given for students from pC‘iI. (See Chapter 3 for .fur-

ther analysié of the items which gave 'QC II students difficulty.)

As the table indicates, investment value, home walue ‘and debt, -

Al

and household size--all among. the most difficult items-‘for stu-

dents to answer in 1978-79--fell considerably in;;elative diffi—

culty in 1980-81. On the other ’hand, AGI, médical/dental'

expenses, earned %?come) and taxes paid remained in 1980-81 among
the most difficult for students to interpret and answer. .

: ) . . .
Figure: 8-4 iterates Figure 8-3 for parents who reported

i¥bblem§ filling out the BEOG application. As the table indi-

cates, pérents*for/poth QC I and QC II perceived home value as

being very difficult to’ answer. Earned income and taxes paid

were also among the most difficult for parents to answer during

-

both years. .
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STUDENTS REPORTING DfFFICULTIESl

_RANK ORDER RANK ORDER | w
ljf ’ . FROM QC I ‘ " FROM QC II
"‘ . -
Investment Value . 1 25 t
2 : '
Home Value \5 : 2 12
\ ‘ .
Medlcal/Dental ‘ ° ., . 7
Expenses : . - . , ) m
Adjusted Gross = 4 . 4 \ 2
Income °
Earned Income 5‘ ) 6
Taxes Paid . ~ 6 - ‘ ) 5
- Home Debt’ :> 7 , 12 b
Household Size ] 8. 19
Itemized Deductions 9 8
Casualty/Theft ‘ . 10 o -

o

Loss? ) .

lranks are'aséigned as follows: lower numbers indicate greéter
difficulty and higher numbers indicate lesser -difficulty. The
ranks are from a total of 27 applicatlon items.

2The casualty/theft loss 1tem did not appear on the 1980 81
application. .
5

B »‘
- J
.

#

FIGURE 8-3

RANK ORDER COMPARISON OF. 10 MOST DIFFICULT ITEMS
FOR STUDENTS TO SUPPLY ON APPLICATION BETWEEN QC I AND QC II
. - b} \\
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-“BARENTS REPGRTING DIFFICULTIES]'

‘)2 RANK. ORDER

‘ RANK QRDER .
S L FROM Qc- Ii -

- % FROM QC I -

Férm—valueha'/iis:j-fj'} ,~ﬁf,7’ 1. SR e

I ST T L e . |
Home Wafwe. v o Toasg Tl JETR
s /') .:‘ . _(:7 - — 5 L \

Farm Debt2 Lt :i‘ - i . . C - N
Investment Valuen,u:;} uij;h_a

! Business Value R P

4
5

‘Tuition - T e oL 9
' 7
8

Business Debt ) 10 4
Adjusted Gross. ) . ) .12
Income _ ‘ © T
- * ) ,
.«Earfled Income- 9 . ‘ .6
Taxes Paid ’ io . % ' ’ 8 o
lranks are assigned as follows: lower numbers indicate greater
" difficulty and higher numbers indicate lesser difficulty. The
ranks are from a total of 27 application items:
. 2Farm value/deﬁt was aggregated with bu51ness value/debt on the
1980-81 application.: ‘
i & )
5
/ ’ w‘

ﬁ“' ' _ EIGURE 8-4

RANK ORDER COMPARISON OF 1@ MOST DIFFICULT ITEMS
FOR PARENTS TO SUPPLY ON APPLICATION BETWEEN QC I AND QC II




) been left the same or;"equal."

. ¥

" COMPARISON OF -IMPACTS OF SER ITEMS BETWEEN QC I AND QC II

Mistakes on SER items have different conseguences for the

amount of BEOG awards disbursed to students. "Item effect"

refers to the impact that a single erroneous SER item-has on
‘ ' s

award disbursements holding everything else (all other SER items)

"egual . "

The notion of "holding‘thinge_eqdalﬁ is analogous to method-
2 E 4

ological and/or'statistical procedures that atfempt to isolate
and d}sentangle ceusel effects in research involting more than
one variable. in the speciﬁic case ef SER items, the general
procedure 1is to esti@ate SEIs (and corresponding award amounts )
by varying only each PER item to ascertain marginal'impacts. Bf
varying only one item’ at a time, the effect this item has on

award disbursement can be isolated because all other items have

.

&

In both studiee; the procedure was to take all unverified

SER items supplied by students on applications and . observe var-

L]

iations in SEIs by 1nsert1ng verified items one at» a time. The

difference in award resulting from each SEI for each item being

A n

tested was the 1tem 1mpact attrlbuted to that item. The results

-

of these . tests in QC I and’ QC II axe displayed in Figure 8-5.

Only the 10 items ranked most hlghly in- QC I were included for
this comparison (deta}ls fon~ether iteﬁs fay pe fouﬁd in Chapter
3). -

The raﬁkings were ;ery,similar in the two studies, the lone

exceptions Dbeing the growth in ‘award preblems due to

'

N’
8-14 <27
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. _ . / _
% .8 . /’ .
v IMPACT RANK “‘?ACT RANK “
SER APPLICATION ITEMS  'ORDER FROM Q¢ I ORDER FROM QC 11} DIFFERENCES
Nontaxable Income . D U 5 -4
Adjusted Gross Income ’ 2 . (N +1
Home Value 3. T2 41
Household Size - 4 . 3 +1
Number in Student's Family ' . . o
in Postsecondary ‘Institution 5 - 7 ) -2
Income Taxes Paid 6 ‘ _ 9 -3
Home Debt s 7 2 _
Cash and Savings 8 8 0
Investment Value -9 6 - .o +3
Stu?ent/Spouse Assets .10 ) 4 +6

.

1 Ranks are assigned with Tower numbers indicating. greater marginal
impacts and higher numbers indicating lesser .marginal impacts. Items which
did not appear in QC I have been omitted' from rank ordering in QC II.

2 gze impact of home value and home ég%t were_computed joint®y in the QC Stage
IT study.

s

&

FIGURE 8-5

SER APPLICATION ITEMS WITH DI1dCREPANCIES HAVING
THE GREATEST MARGINAL IMPACTS ON BEOG AWARD DISBURSEMENTS : .
COMPARISON BETWEEN QC I AND QC II

) /

8-15
22




student/spouse assets and investment value and the décline in

problems due to nontaxable income and income taxes' paid. As

7

would be expected from the formula, errors on adjusted gross

income and home value continued to be prime causes of
. )

-

disbursement error. ‘ .

d
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APPENDIX A
RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS
Part 1 Student Questionnaire
. ; .
Part 2 ' Parent\ Questionnaire -
part 3 < , Student Record Abstract
N Part 4 , Institutional Interview .
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BASIC EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANT QUALITY CONTROL STUDY .
- ~STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 4 L ’
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- .
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Conducted for: Division of Quality Assurance o . ‘
Of fice of Studeht Financial Assistance .
U.S: Department " of*Education
Survey conducted by: . As part of a study conducted in affiliation with:
¥estat, Inc. ) . *  Advanced Techno;o’gy, Ine. .
1650 Research 81vd. " 7923 Jones Branch Drive - )
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Rockville, Md. 20850 . McLean, Virginia 22102

- @ T

jy Grants. I am here to speak with (NAME OF RESPONDENT) about the applmauon' form

el

Hello, my namejis {YOUR NAME) (SHOW 1D BADGE) . ' 1 am with Westat, Inc., a survey
research firm. ¥e aré doing the U.S. Department of Education study pf the problems
people have with the Jinancial nd application forms «for Basic Educat fonal Upportuﬂity

filled out for the 1980-81 school year.

"

v -
i .

This study i{s being conduct?d according to the regulat:.ons of the Privacy Act. The
primary reason for the sludy is to obtain infdrmation to imorove the way the grant
program works. Howevers this information will becone part of the_existing Basic Edu- .,
cational Opportunity Gpint System of Records and may result in changes in the amount of-

your grant., [ persgnally have signed a statement swé}rmg not to reveal any informa-
tion you give me dyring this interview, except for the purpose of this study and as
required by law. Wheh you signed the spplication form, you agread tc provide documents
that would ver y information on the form. The authority for collectmg this.
information is in Title IV'of the Higher Ecducation Act of 1965, . ¢

.-

4
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TIME BEGAN:

ASK OF: ALL SIUUENIY

~

SECTION A

+
>

-

Tha peopls who administer the anxc Educatmnal Opportun..tv Grant program have fodnd that errors
somet imes hsppen because the formé aren't clear. We would ‘like to learn more about any problems
that "had when you spplied for an educational grant for the 1980°1981 school year.

’

0.1 " Please take a minute to scan this fmancul aid spplication form arid tell me about the
. items that gave you any trouble. (HAND'R ONE-PAGE FORM.) (IF R HAS PROBLEM, HAND CARS
y ) _... A AND AX:) For which of the followmg reasona was there trouble answering this questjion?
. .. . (FOR EACH PROBLEM, RECORD ITEM NUMBER FROM FORM WRITE PROBLEM TYPE CODE NUMBER, AND
. - DESCRIBE THE PROBLEM.) , ) _
o . ) ‘ %,y‘,%g\.‘: . % I:Ff
- ‘ ' ‘ YES, R HAD PROBUEMS™ . . .'. .. . 1 (RECORD BELOW) |__|
NO, R DIDN'T HAVE PROBLEMS. . . . . 2 (Q.2) . 27
HAND™R i,
ONE PAGE ~ - B Mo
APPLI 1TEM PROBLEM TYPE DESCRIBE. PROBLEM N
,CAT,,IGN NUMBER 1" UNDER QUEX. . ’ ! |
FORM . 2. UNDER INSTR,
e . = 3. NO DOC
4. QUEX. INAPP,
5. OTHER
. ;
HAND
CARD
- A *




:. : mm t\:,{\(.“l
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ASK OF:  ALL STUDENTS

Q.2 ¥hen the form was filled out, did you ask anyone for help who was not a member of your
- fanily? Here is a card that lists people you might have asked. Did you ask: (ASK Q.3
. AND G.4 FOR EACH "YES™ IN Q.2 AFTER OBTAINING ANSWERS FOR A THROUGH H.)}

HAND -~ Q.3% Q.4% '
CARD . . What kind of help did ¥ere you satis-
8 you get? (PROBE WITH fied with the

IF YES | CATEGORIES IF NECESSARY) help you, got?
CLARIF.[INFO TO
SOURCE oF ANSWER |ADMIN.
YES|ING. |QUEX Quex HELP |OTHER | YES NO | DK
*2. $1% $ $ % £ ] % 3 %

e RTe rri e Financial  bo o by slia] 3.8 5.1| 4.2022.0 ] 1.90.9

P o eaneine at maoulty v 7.5 b1.6] 3.3] 0.9 18] 1.2] 6.7 0.4 0

« ©[F: Ahigh school counselor?. | 8,3 90.7] 3.2 1.2| 2.3| 1.3] 7.1 0.6 0.1

D. Someone st a toll free

telehone mmver? . .. . [3.7 /5.4 1.4] 0.7 0.7| o0.6] 3.1 0.3 0.
E. Som t the D tment ’
of Education? . e 1 0.6(98.3] 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.4]0.10.

F. Someone at the American
College Test Center in

lowa (AC)? . .. ... ..|1197.9] 0.4/ 0.2 0.2f 0.1 0.7}0.20.
G. Friends?. . . . . .. ... 11.8/86.8{ 6.1} 2.1 0.9 ‘2.0 9.7190.9 0.3

H. Ot someone else? (SPECIFY) | 3 4173 4] 0.8] 1.1| 0.6] 0.6/ 2.9] 0.1 0.

Q2.5 Was the form filled out without reading any of the instructions? 3
‘ ' YES . .. ... .. e 5.8 (q.7)
D T T T S 91.4
DON'T KNOW. v e o e s e 2.6 (Q.7)
* ' NA e & o o o e o . o o . . 0.2
Q.6 ° ‘Mere all the instructions resc when the form was filled out or were some of &
thé insiructions read when the form was filled out? All Instructiens 6
. Sare Instructions 2
¥ ~ . -

't KDOW.evaeens

Meeevesesssce

O N
o N

' NA
Q.7 " Here is a copy of the Student Eligibility Report (SER). = (HAND R THE SER) 0Did
you ever receive one of these in the mail?

4 . %
- - COYES L e 84.7
HAND R . Mo o v i ot a e e 8.2 (BOX 2, PAGE )
SRS L DON'TKNOW. v v o 0 0 0 o o a,g(eox 2, PAGE §)
S SR & |
" - 0.2 Not Ascertainable . .3 *Not Ascertainable 0.4 * Not Ascertainable
A. 0.5 .E. L0% A. 0.68 E. 0.3 A. 0.88 E. 0.13
: B. 0.9 F. 10 .B. 0.3 F. 0.1 B. 0.4 F. 0.2
. C L0 G L4 - C 03 G 0.6 c. 0.5 G. O.
" D 0.9 H 2.2 ,° D 0.2 .H 0.3 D. 0.2 H. 0.
(I a 233




ASK OF:  ALL STUDENTS

»

Q.8 Did you receive a {Student Eligibility Report/SER) more than once for
the 1980-81 school year? ‘ %
N/APP . . . .. ... .. 153
YES « v v v v e v s e v .. 359
. SND. ot e e g e e .. 44,0 (0a19)
DON'TKNOW. & & o o v v o o o o 4.7 (Q.18)
Q.9 Sometimes students who spply for financisl aid are asked to explain information®
on a (Student Eligibility Report/SER). Did you have to explain any information?
" ‘“\ NAPP . . . . ... ... 64.1

YES « v ot s v s e e v e e e 18.5
¢ NBo v oo v o v v e v o ee o 16.8 (Q.13)
X - DON'TKNOW. & « v ¢ v o oo o 0,6 (Q.13)

A

.6
.1
Q.10 Sometimes students are asked to explain the information before they receive the
final (Student Eligibility Report/SER) that authorizes the Financial Aid
Officer to give them the grant, and somet imes they are asked to explain
information after they receive the final (Student Eligibility Report/SER).
Did you have to explain any information before receiving the final (Student
Eligibility Report/SER), after receiving the final (Student Eligibility Report/ :
SER), or both before and after? ) .. $ .
) NAPP . . . ... .. .. 8L5
. ) . BEFORE FINAL SER. « « « » «» . » 13.0
AFTER FINAL SER « . . « . « . . 2.4°(Q.12)
BOTH BEFORE AND AFTER . . . . . 2.5
0.6

) . R DON'TKNOW, « ¢ ¢ v ¢ ¢ v v o s +6 (Q.13)
0.1‘! Did yoU get help from anyone outside your familv when you were -gsked
to explain information before receiving the final {Student E£ligibility
Report/SER)? - ) %
- - “ N/APP . . . . . . .. ..B845
y . '’
- YES « « ¢ o s v e e e s, 0.4
DON'TKNGN. & o v v o o o o o 0.
,4</
80X 1 ‘ X
INTERVIEWER, CHECK Q.10 AND CODE ONE: 3
Q10 2T oo o v v evww oo, 1(13)13.0
Q18 =30 v o o0 e a e w s . 270:2) 2.5
N p. . . . . L . L . . L . 84.5 .
Q.12 Did you'get help from anyone outside your family when you were asked to
explain information after receiving the final (Student Eligibility )
Report/SER)? . %

N/APP . o.. v ¢ ¢« ¢« + « « «» 95.1
YES « ¢ o ¢ o o o v ¢ ois o s e 1.8
NOe o ¢ v 0 o o v oo o o o o 3.1

0

OON'T KNOW. & v &« v o o ¢ o & &

C , R
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ASK OF:  ALL STUDENTS

(4 N

When the final {(Student Eligibility Report/SER) was received, did you know

what to do with it from the instructions that came with it, or did you ask
someone outside vour family what to do with it?

' N/APP /. . .. ... .. 64

- - . KNEW WITHOUT ASKING . . . ., . ., » 28

ASKED OUTSIDE FAMILY, . . ... 7.

0

0

DON'TKNOW. + o v 4w v ww s
2

Sometimes students who apply for financial anﬁare asked to explain
information on the (Student Eligibility Report/SER). Did you have
to explain any information?

o N/APP . . . ... ..

. ‘ YES o v v e e
e

TDON'TKNOW. o & 0 0 0 0 0 W

Did you get help from anyone outside vour familv when you were asked
to explain the information?

N/APP .. . . . ...

YES . . . . . . . . . . . L]
o P

DON'TKNOW. « o v o o v o W
M., e ..

When the {Student,Eligibility Report/SER) was received, did you know
what to do with it from the instructions that came with it, or did you
ask someone outside your family what' to do with it?
. ; : N/APP . . . .. ...
. KNEW WITHOUT ASKING . . . .
- ASKED OUTSIDE FAMILY. . . .
DON'T KNOW, & & v v ¢ ¢ 4 &
NA .. ... .00

%

(BOX 2, PAGE S)
(BOX 2, PAGE®S)
(BOX 2, PAGE 5)




ASK OF:  ALL STUDENTS

SECTION 8

4

'Y -

JBOXY L,
In this section; I will be asking you sqme gquestions ebout items from your financial aid
appli stion for the 1980-81 school year. The U,S. Department of Education is very in-
t‘erested., in finding out which items on financial aid applications people have troyble edm-
1 - pleting. As we discuss each item, please tell me about any items that gave you trouble.
According to our records, the application was completed on (PATE FROM LABEL).

]

A\

-

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTIONS -

FOR EACH VERIFICATION ITEM, FOLLOW THIS PROCEDURE: -

3

e ASK VERIFICATION ITEM QUESTIONS ON LEFT-HAND SIDE OF PAGE.

¢ PROCEED ACROSS"THE GRID, UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED, ASKING THE QUESTIONS PRINTED AT
THE TOP OF THE COLUMNS FOR EACH VERIFICATION ITEM. INDICATIONS THAT YOU SHOULD NOT
PROCEED ACROSS THE GRID ARE SKIP INSTRUCTIONS NEXT TO THE ANSWER CATEGORIES OF THE
VERIFICATION ITEM OR SHADING IN THE BOXES UNDER THE COLUMNS FOR Q.A. OR Q.B.

s IF R INDICATES THAT HE/SHE HAD "ND DOCUMENTATION" WHEN THE FORM WAS FILLED 'OUT,
ALWAYS PROBE {PR) WITH "HOW DID YOU FIGURE OUT THE ANSWER TO THIS QUESTION?™ AND
RECORD R'S RESPONSE UNDER COMMENTS.

IF R INDICATES THAT HE/SHE HAD TROUBLE WITH AN ITEM, GO BAX T0 Q.1, PAGE 1, AND OBTAIN

COMPLETE INFORMATION ABOUT THE TROUBLE. .

-

Ed

INf;;ViEWER DEFINITION:

32
L3
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3

Are you a perma-
nent U.S. resi-

Marianas dr Trust
Territory, or
other eligible

dent, a perma- PASSPORT . vvvvvnen
nent resident of {(CERTIFICATE OF
the Northern CITIZENSHIP.....

A

BIRTH CERTIFICATE.
BAPTISMAL CERT....

FORM 1-151 or 1-55%1"
 (ALIEN REG. REC.
CARD).vvvevensns

] marital status R S ERNNE GRS
on-therdate you RN Y I N
signed the Y :
application?

UNMARRIED

W¥hat was your

(INCLUCES SINGLE, |’

ASK OF: ALL STUDEN .
[A. Please show me 8. What (document/ |C. (PROBE}: How did you figure
the (document/ paper} was used out the answer to this question? .
VERIFICATION ITEM paper) you have when the applica-
to (verify/prove)} tion form was
- this. ‘g filled out?
L Q.17 (6) NO DOEUMENTATION. . 36.2 g ,
Are you.a U.S. BIRTH CERTIFICATE. 47.2 COMMENTS:
citizen? % BAPTISMAL CERTwvov—1 8 i, o
PASSPORT ¢evvvaunes A e R
ves..93.5 CERT. OF 2.2 e ek A
NO... 6.5 (Q.18) | CITIZENSHIP..... 1.0 [GI¥GEntiias R
OK... g, (0.1B) [OTHER (SPECIFY) |5 e
"‘)’ -
4.3 X5
X
- LEFT IT BLANK..... “
(Go 10 G.19)
N/APP , . . .,
N ' %
Q.18 (6) NO DOCUMENTATION..

. nonscitizen? ARRIVAL-DEPARTURE
. RECORD (1-94)... 0,4
A?YLUH(STATEMENT.. 0.1
OTHER (SPECIFY .
. 3 Y 0.2
¥€Ss.e 6.2
NO..... 0.2 LLEFT IF BLANK..... O. .
I Xoooeo O DON'T.KNOW. . evvas 3.
N/APP..93.5 |\ o .
N/APP......... 93.5) SEGRL 2
R S A S L R L )
/— Q.19 (7) ‘v\’rf”'“‘* PG A PP

‘ OIVORCED, OR 3
WIDOWED).. 88.
MARRIED.... 8.6
) SZPARATED.. 3°(
.4 . 4o |
R - s
[ ™ .
. . '. 7
& :
.i‘ r)
| : 227 ,
Q - o

ERI

PR A .1 7ex provided by ERIC




J\ »
ASK.OF: ALL  STUDENTS K

]

A. Please show me B. What (document/ (C. (PROBE): How did you figure
the (document/ paper) was used out the answer to this,‘%)ession?

VERIFICATION ITEM psper} you have " when the applica-

to (verify/prove) tion form was

this. ° filled out?

: N 3 heSmeERey
0.20 {11) NO oocunemmn 15.2 K ““ \,«4; 1 COMMENTS s

0id you live with |RENT-RECEIPTS.....5.2 | }%}0 m :

your parents for |LEASE AGREEMENTS..2.6 [ R

more than fix cmcsu.g;msrxs..ZA ;

weeks during - MORTGAGE NOTE.....0.3
1979 (a total of |MORTGAG ColeE
42 days)? ¢ STATEMENT....... 0.9 [
% ™ _|NOTARIZED STATE-

YES..65.5(Q.21) MENT FROM

NO...34.2 “].PARENTS......... 0.
K... 0.2 OTHER (SPECIFY)
MA... 0.1
AN

LERT IT a.m<.....0-l
o SRTTTRPCOPPPORPPRI N of i -
2 F

7. VA

w’

N/APP ........65.5 e
— o z» ‘&Ew%%

M.,,
Y

e i\?%”
% 7/@ W«%‘{ﬁ &e‘w zé’b‘

AT

Q.21 (113 |NO oommsnmwn.is.o ey "} COMMENTS ¢
Did you live with [RENT RECEIPTS..... 6.1 ;,‘;.; “‘”%’;@g% L5
your parents for |LEASE AGREEMENTS.. 3,6 ﬁ;@:ﬁ%;}f, 2 2%
more than six CANCELLED CHECXS.. 3.2 [Ls: b, et
weeks in 1980 .  |MORTGAGE NOTE..... 0,3 W*;“
(a total of 42  |MORTGAGE ° i SRR :
days)? - STATEMENT....... 1.0 [rebiiBopdmy %:
NOTARIZED STATE- (e bk
MENT FROM
% " PARENTS....ce00. 0s
" YES..61.5(Q.22) [OTHER (SPECLFY)
NO...38.2 1.1
DKeveo 0.2 : ‘
NA....0.1 LEFT IF BLANK..... O.
- SUPPUPRRRER « M e & 04
NA..........-..? 0 5@"’%"’3&?’ .
N/APP ........61.5 | %"

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.
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ASK_OF: ALL STUDENTS
\ .

A. Pleese show me ¥hat (document/‘ |C. (PROBE): How did you figute

the (document/ paper} was used out the answer to this question?
VERIFICATION ITEM paper) you have when the applica-
to {(verify/prove) tion form wad
this, filled out?

S

j 3 g3
.22 (12) NO DoCuMENTATION 18.01 ... . ... 13.%pg)|pProsE:

Were you listed 1040 - LINE 6¢ - - .
as an exemtion (PARENTS).... 1.1 . 1.3 Estimated/quessed....

on your parents’' |1040A LINE Sc . Don't Know
Federal Income (PARENTS)....., 0.6) . ..., 0.8 INA ...i.couvununnnnn.
Tax Return during |1040 - LINE éc -
1979 ) WORKSHEET..... 2.7f........

| Y 1040 - LINE 5c - ‘
XES.. 51.4 | WORKSHEET..... ] _4feeeeecen.
NO... . 31.8 " |OTHER (SPECIFY)
PARENTS
DION'T FILE 1.6

IN 1979 1.3 |[LEFT 1T BLANK... TF
OON'T KNOW....oo Q. fevereren.

DKoo ™ 5.5 [MA...oeqenn. 238fa.in..-

v

A

| COMIENTS::

S

o

Q.23 (12) P A " : o COMENTS:
¥ill yoy be R
listed as an L :
EXBTLLON 0N oo ) drigerx T
your parents’ 8 S ‘ ; N
Federal Income R B B

o,

o AR 2

Tax Return LTS ":’%w‘v?fﬁ”'fl‘?zi N RS
during 19807 ;

P g
TPYES. . iieee. 46,8 -
NOoeerreaeena 35,817
PARENTS WON'T :
FILE IN 1980

1.&....--0..10.6 L Rt TR e :;
DKo orronness 6,71, ARE

NA....... 0.1 % W‘“@;‘:z@{.‘;ﬂ?:" %
‘%

L
o

LR O

M

ST T RN
o Q%yygi‘;'@? Y shravSh
. ‘ v «

DR 3
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

e

ASK OF:

»

ALL STUDENTS

»

VERIFICATION 1TEM .
P el

A, Please show me
_the (document/
‘paper) you have
to {verify/prove)
this.

what (document/
paper) was used
when the applice-
tion form was
filled out?

C. (PROBE):

How did you figure
out the answer to this question?

Q.24 (13)
Did your parents

give you more thanf!

$750 worth of
support in 19797
By support we
mean money or
things like
housing, food,
clothes, car,
medical and
dental care, and
college costs.

55.4
42.7
1.8

YES..e..nn
NO........
DKeverrono

o——
53

et o A SRR o
MR e e

%
o
4

S AR
Y7 5 ‘ﬁfet’%{é‘&“‘(‘gf

‘{%&" et
%&"g& ¥y %ﬁ&%w
?‘ s,

COMMENTS:

v

Q.25 (13)
Did your parents
give you more than
$750 worth of
support i¥ 19807
8y support we
mean money or
things like
housing, food,
clothes, caf,
medical and
dental care, and
pollege costs.

%
YES....... 51.
NO.evveen. 46.
1

Keeevuonn

9

3
Tl

r

Taeh Yy
5 ‘%@&'ﬁw R,
e

A TR

" lcomeents: P

.

s
/
~—
-

“q. A
.
‘\“’
;

>~




v ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS

INTERVIEWER, CHEDX LASEL FOR RESPONDENT TYPE:

80X 3

[y

IF_0S - REVIEW Q.20 THROUGH Q.25 AND CODE ONE: . 65.0 .

IF ANY RESPONSE IS "YES™. & v v v v v o o e o o o 0 o
IF ALL RESPONSES ARE "NO™", "DON'T KNOW", - .
OR "DID NOT FILE" (NOTE: DS WAS DRIGINALLY !

MISCLASSIFIED. FOR REST OF QUESTIONNALRE, - ?

TREAT AS IF AN IS.)e o v o v v v v v v n v s s 0.6 . \
130 (T 34.4
INTERVIEWER NOTE: S

S

IF STUDENT WAS MARRIED WHEN THE APPLICATION WAS-FILLED OUT (Q.19 = 1), READ
POR YOUR SPOUSE™ WHEREVER:IT, OCCURS. . v

25 *
A ~
£
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. 0.F & [
\ »l ?'Tﬁ'{,y ;,

G s s SANY e et

. \ ) ASK OF: INDEPENDENT STUDENTS ONLY
. A, Please show me B. What (document/ |C. (PROBE): How did you figure
the (document/ - paper) was used out the answer to this question?
. VERIFICATION 1TEM when the applica- °

3

tion form was
filled out?

.

3

.26 (19)
How many people .
will you (or your
spouse) support
between Julv 1
1980 & June
138177 Include &
yourself, (spouse,)
and any dependent
children. Include
. other people onl
if they lived with
you and received
more than'half of

LOMMENTS:

5L

0

%é,‘g gess
etk

Sk

S5
%
3

:\f-a.‘
$
2%,

- . Sni go e
- their support R iel bl
. from you when the ; 3 .
form was filled
out. N= 1488 - e
Y- PR +
X i Pt s e ,
' e SR . ’\;Q'm P . . .
HOUSEHOLD % S A e
NA .0000004 y%‘ﬁ:&\% 1";:;3;«/(» )1‘; X
65.0 L5 a&%{’ﬁ}?@”‘“’;?f e
N/APP. . . efk‘.:" A AN R Y A
bord ?“«W@ ,‘i‘a”"‘w ¢
PRI A
. N L AN 3 A RS s ¢ N
*‘;&a@«m% 4 :
or tgézge(zle o ‘éﬁt‘fwﬁ%‘«%’;; «%%’-é“ | COMPENTS:
b4 T SR R . T 1 -
Just told Sl BSOS M g % ;2%» !
apout, how many ; R S
; will be in S ) .
college or other S TAG
schoals beyond N ep o4
the high gchocl “ ‘
<level between
-t July 1, 1980 and
%nQEUQe . youtsélf
pred °
gg%:‘g? gne else s ’
whdspill be A AN A TR ok 0 G
entiilled at "‘W"‘«”f’i’dﬂ% I S R 23
ol o SRS
[ 3 ALl - e. PR LR s Y R T NIGRDT it
least half-tim SNy ’é' i ,?.@‘X:ﬂ ;
4 N= 1483 @,@%@pfw S
' { o R R
...¢.005 PRRRE e e ML N P
N/;APE és 0 RIS A AL .
Al .A fng e b ey Rep s T .
. m 1 | G TR A T AT S
o, . IS
9 i .
. * ° '
Al . ' .

.9 ‘ . .
. ERIC . .
- . . - .

', - . ~ .



. - ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS

) A. Please show me 8. What (document/ |C. (PROBZ): How did you figure
~ - -
- . oo the (document/ paper) was used out the answer to this guestion?
VERIFICATION 1TEM paper) you have when the applica-
“ s .+ to (verify/prove) tion form was Ty
. < b7 this. filled out? "
= o e S e I C W .
A P i #R TEvA &;«ﬁiv ki gy o] COMHENTS: e
Sl e B »
tione ‘EeYer.to “i&:fi“*’,f;i{‘w S Gt sy :
| itens oﬁf‘yéfj& (or ; o S, R i - .
your spouse’s’ .
Federgl Income
.| Tax Return(s).
Have'you (or’your
spouse) filed a -
U.S. Income Tax ' N
Retqrnl for 19797 ,
.| xEs (i) '
- i
FILED 59 N
NC.... 39.6 Q.37 .
(>, SRR 0.9 (Q.37) |
' $
el o TR E \:‘,«,A ;,);.: BT Y
' « 0::.:?,«23&\ %‘%;,.ﬁm 5 %f;;;:%’s:, 3ok ]
’ e Men T Y, o KGAL ’\;‘,"
Q.29 (22/33) TR COMMENTS:
When the appli- A ’ *
cation form was %
filled out, were SRR AN L
.the figures you v TP W o ,3,‘;,5,;;’ w’ N
| ysed from & S DAL SN e T C
completed DI Pl i s me e y
LN SN e e e K i Keondny :
:.S. Income Tax 3,}%:; ,\;@\?ﬁﬁu}, Ity %‘53&4&1
eturn or were B N T o
they ‘sst imated? & ¥
- E0n ot Ny 2
| (BOTH) COM- g ;
PLETED.... 43,1 [ * - .
£BOTH} ESTI- IR
MATED..... 11,7 |. AN -
ONE ESTI- i S g
MATED, ONE - RS ‘
COMPLETED. 0.9 fre ko v ity oaf - 2 igidncopn?
N/APP... 40.5 Bl i=gtye -
. B . 5 N ;z"’ - :"’(’ :’ ; . ..: B
4?",:.‘.,“.\ o " . R e _
: )A\. ‘ '&kh'd:‘y\‘ k3 . \‘ N AN :Ao : ) ’ ”‘F\‘
; - — L =
INTERVIEWER: IF TwD TAX RETURNS MAKE SURE YOU GET INFORMATION FROM BOTH WHEN YOU ASK ANY
QUESTIDP}' RELATING TO THE TAX RETURN, ,

- DA G
Q K2 ~

<




>

ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS

VERIFICATION ITEM

A. Please show me 8.
the {document/
paper; you have _
to (verify/prove)

What (document/
paper) was used
when the applica-
tion form was

€. (PROBE): How oid you figure
" out the answer to this question?

( this. filled out?

Q.30 (23/33) NG OOCUMENTATION 23.8 .2.......10?3(PR) PROBE: %
What was the total |1040 = LINE 7... L.l .cececesnes 2.4 Remembered/Knew.... 8.2
number of exemp-  |1060A - LINE 6.. 4.8 c0cvnrnees 8.7 Estimated/Guessed.. 1.0
tions you {or 1040 -~ LINE 7 - Don't KNOoWe.eeeooos 0.3
your spouse) WORKSHEET..... 4.5 seeinennas 6.2 7 0.9
claimed on your, 1060A - LINE 6 - [N 77:) 20 89.7
1979 U.S. Income WORKSHEET...... 13.9 eeennnnn 21.0 -
Tax Return(s)? OTHER (SPECIFY) -~ I

' L343 [commnrs:
N= 2455 LEFT IT BLANMK..eo. O¢ [ uveevnnens 0.2 :
DON'T KNOWeeweoer O¢ |oeveennnnn 4.3 .
¥=  1.465 7 VR 1.5 cececen. 2.0
N/APP: ceevees 42.9 | ceeeens 40.5
NUMBER
% .
0K 2, 44.308)
N/APR, 5

Q.31 (26/33)  |NO DOCUMENTATION 18.3 |vuveennnns 62 0¢PRy [ProsE: . Y
What was the 1060 - LINE 31.. 1.2 {.ho......, 2.7 Remembered/Knew.... 1.7
adjusted gross 104DA - LINE 11, 4.7 }......eee 8.5 Estimated/Guessed.. 3.0
income you (or 1040 - LINE 31 - Consulted Profes-
your spouse) WORKSHEET..... 4.3 |.eeeneennn 6.2 sional..cceeeeinens 0.1
reported on the 1040A - LINE 11 Don't KNOWeeeoeoens 0.7
1979 U.S. Income WORKSHEET..... 14.2 ]......... 21.1 NA....... EETTTRRPRS 0.5
Tax Return? OTHER (SPECIFY) - N/APP....veesennnns 94.0

) 7 loownTs:
, LEFT IT BLANK.ee 0. fevieeseses 0.4.
N= 1936 DON'T KNOW.o'ooo 0. Jesescessse 4,2
: NA oooooo LS A 002 ee 0o 6000 0Q6 -
X= 3,750 - |N/APP...... ee 4.8 L.icceeess 40.5 s
$ T
AMOUNT .
% . - = -~

Ok 14.2 (c,318) [

N/APP.40.5 ' l

NA.... 0.1
5 |
.

’ <~ 24 .
& L)




ASK OF:

ALL STUDENTS

[]
o

VERIFICATION ITEM

A, Please show me
the (document/
paper) :you have
to (verify/prove)
this.

B. What (document/

paper) was used
when the applica=
tion form was
filled out?

C. (PROBE):

How did you flgure

out the answer to this question?

Q.32 (24/33)
Does that smount
include earnings
from student
financial aid
programs?

%
YES.ie.eesaeee &,
ND.ceveeeeeeeD3.
DON'T KNOW... l.
\NAPP.‘....40.

e

% »«% ‘i COMMENTS:

%5‘5"% 3 :}%"

,.«;§§w* 8

&% Y {3
£ f’}g&' 3

% gl
ia

Q.33 {25/33)
How much U.S.

income tax ?
paid by you (and

your spouse) for
19792

NO DOCUMENTATION]O.
1040 - LINE 47... 1
1040A - LINE 14a. 4.
1040 - LINE 47.~
WORKSHEET...... 3.6
1040A - LINE 14a -
WORKSHEET..... 3.1
WoZueeeoooossoeear 302
NOTARIZED STATE-
MENT...eeeene.. 00

OTHER (SPECIFY)
‘ 1.6

DK...12.]
N/app, .. 0.338)
an,s ¢ .

LEFT IT BLANK....
DON'T KNOW.eoueue

NA.......e0e.. 00
N/APP........52.

~

0.1

0.1
7.
7

.

. >

®scccccnee
esccs e

Sl

0..
2

PROBE: .
timated/Guessed.:.
Consulted ?rofes—

I

%

4
1.

1
9
0.1
0.7
N/APP.....veveeens..92.6

COMMENTS:

Be sure to tell me if you had any\trouble with any item when the grant

Y
)

application was fx*d out.

b,

o

o




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

hd »

ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS
P

s

N
.

L
VERIFICATION ITEM

A, Plesse show me
‘the (document/
peper) you have
to (verify/prove)
this.

8. What (document/
paper) was used
when the applica-
tion form was
filled out?

C. (PROBE):

How did you figure -

out the answer to this question?

.

5

14

L‘{)‘
.

S TR —
Q.34 {(25/33) g@w PR ST RER COMMENTS .
Does that amount : é;%" %%‘%{%"‘ ok
include the taxes R O AT A I i . . .
paid on earnings
from any student Y )
financial aid g‘ VR
_programs? ik ) ‘
A
I
YES.. 3.2 .
NO... 54.5 -
OK... 1,5 ot y e -
NA...L.. 0.3 g e
N/APP...40.5 %*';ﬁjg?é%f{?;’f;@ﬁ}? i 5
PG T e : :
- 85w Todsen SN IR
: : S
> wﬂmz}" hd S
Q.35 (26/33) ke 2y
Did.you itemize $
deductions an
your 1979-U.S.
Income Tax Return?
YES. 237 . —
no.. 54.9 (a.37m)
k.. 1.9 (a.37); 3
N, ces )
40.5 . .
' -
- . , \




-

ASK OF :

. ALL STUDENTS
A. Please sh"pv,iﬂme 8. Whate{document/ |[C. (PROBE): How did you figure
- the Gdoguuént/ paper) was used out the answer to this question?
YERIFICATION 1TEM paper) ydu have when the applics- S '
‘ to (verify/prove) tion form was '
. , this. . ' " filled dut?

Q.36 (26/33) N0 oowusmmau.osfl ceeseesd o%3 (PR) [PROBE: 3
Wat was the total {1040 - SCHED. A - Remarbered/‘Knew .0.1
amount of itemized LINE 39........0.3 cevsesse 0.4 NA. oot enennnenaaails 0.1
deductions for 1040 - SCHED. A - Co N/APP....cvvveee. 99,7
you (or your - LINE 39 -
spouse) on your NORKSHEET......0 9 feveeeee 1.2
1979 U:S. Income  [NOTARIZED . -

Tax Return? STATEMENT......O teessens
OTHER (SPECIFY) ’
' COMMENTS:

_ N=65 0.2 0.4
$ %2928 LEFT IT BLANK....Q cereeees O ’

3 4 DON'T KNOW.......Q ceeeeees 0.3 -
OK. 1,1 (Q.3¢8) N/APP........98.5 |MA.... 0.1
MA...0.1 N/APP.97.3
N/APP. ..

97.3 .

3 : g "

Q.37 (28/33)  |NO DOCUMENTATION 43.0 .........23.9(PR) PROBE:

Next, we ‘need to 1040 - LINE 8 3
determine your (13 & 19 eee.. 1.0{5....... 2.4 Remembered /knew. . ... .15.1
total income 1040A - UINE 7.. 4.4}........ 7.2 Estimated/Guessed... 5.9
during 1975. -2 FORMS....... 11.3}........21.5 Consulted Profes--
What was your : 11099 FORMS...... 0. 1feeeeeee 0.1' sionmal.....eovvesess 0.2
1979 income 1040 - LINE 8 ) ’ Don't Know.......... 0.8
earned from (138 19) - NA.ieeessoesesecaseee 1o7
work? 1f you WORKSHEET..... 2.6L....... 3.9 N/APP....coovvveens.76.1
owned a farm or 1040A - LINE 7 - | .
business, also WORKSHEET..... 11.9}......, 17.2
include income NOTARIZZD .
from that. STATEMENT..... 0.1}, .. ..., 0.2 COMMENTS :
N= 3744 OTHER (SPECIFY) - ‘
s ¥= 1842 2.8 4.5
LEFT'IT BLANK... .7}eeeeeer 3.0

NONE. 26.8 JOON'T KNOW...... 0,3}.cccve 6,2

- NAevoooenee 9.0feei. 9.6
DK... 12.8(Q.378) '
el N/APP....... 12.9 .

L

~ S
A . 4 ;7'
~ Aot




/.NJ‘A}A ﬂ.(&‘ A ¥

20 e e ™ .

ALL STUDENTS

ASK OF:

YERIFICATION ITEM

A. Please show me
the (document/
paper) you have

What (document/
paper) was used

when the applica-

C. (PROBE): How did you figure
out the answer to this question?

to (verify/prove) tion form was
this. filled out? ,
Q.38 (28/33)  [NO DOCUMENTATION. 3.5 veeeavben | fPRYPROBE: .
(IF MARRIED WHEN  [1040 - LINE 8 / » $ .
3 APPLICATION FILLED | (13 & 19)eeeee. 0.2 | cikueee.. 0.3 Remembered/Knew.....1.1
OUT, ASK:) What [1040A - LINE 7... 0.2 | /i.....v. 0.3 Estimated/Guessed.. 0.2
was your soouse's [W-2-FORMS........ 2.4 } ....oce0 2.9 7 P ¢ 15 §
1979 income earned {1099 FDRHS........O S ¢ N/APP....veseene...98.6
from work? If- 1040 - LINE 8 ,
(ne/she) owned (13& 19) - /
. s business or WORKSHEET.0eese 0.9 | tivunenn. L1 .
farm, also 1040A - LINE 7 - .o
include income WORKSHEET...... 0.8 1.1
from that. NCTARIZED | -~
. STATEMEAT...... O frereenns O COMMENTS: g
i OTHER {SPECIFY}
\ < N=333 / 0.2 ] — . ~0.3
s X=4593 LEFT IT BLANK.... 0 weeeeees 0.2
% DON'T KNOW.ooosoo O ceessess 0.3
NONE. 2.1 /I NMAceeeeeees 004 Ha.... 05
DK... 0.8 / N/APP........92.3 1........91.4
N/AEP.... / /
91.4, *
/ - -
PR o L u,,. ey Ol 5
. 089 (29033 | RSB A RE TR SN coments:
Ladir :gw.:*(}}‘a‘»‘s"’ 4),\{« 54"5\\”,« ,5’:,5,4 44 S

4 Did you (or your
spouse) receive
/ﬁy Social
Security benefits
1n 19797 Also
inclyde amy
amount received

‘ol
:\'i‘ ¥ (\z&’ﬂagﬁtg( 2%

A,V, Py “Ja.‘f y&»*«,g TN *% A
* ¥ o e ’
wcqs,,ﬁ?}, ;uum %

for Chxldrm !‘3“ e S' M Cnoty /W.’ <ﬁf%&é".“::%g “i‘s"ﬁl}ﬁgi;}% ’
under 18 years m;g«w%ﬁ *&M'*‘ yibarireecti |
\ of age. Jehty > «’é’“m R
) $ ¥ an
ves, 13.1 o
< . IN0.. B86.60.81) o
X.. 0.2C.61) ‘,ﬂ:‘,,,
» ) e v?’: .
Q ’ .
o .,
-l‘:—-MC | A28
N ’ - & fo b Y

"
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS

VERIFICATION ITEM

A. Please show me
« the (document/
. paper) you have
to (verify/prove)*
this. *

£
B. What, (document/
paper) was used
when the applica-
tion form was
filled out?

C. (PROBE}: How did you figure
dut the answer to this question?

¢

Q.40 (29a/33)
what was the total
amount of Social
Security benefits

received in

19797

N=473

%= 1969

3
K. - 2.0
N/APP 86.9

$

NO DOCUMENTATION. §
SS FORM 2458..... 1
STATEMENT FROM

SS OFFICE...... 1
DTHER (SPECIFY)

DON'T XNOW,.0uus.
6

.5)......
N/APP......... 86.9

secsee

%
9 4.
2l ceeees 1

.

S5(PR)
4

3.7

®eecee

P )
O ———
—————

% -

1
0
6

.
WO ~Jw

Q.41 (290/33)
Did you (or your
spouse) receive
chiid support
n 19797 (IF R
IN DOUBT, PROBE:
Was the check
made O%; to you?)

YES., 25
ne.. 27
... 0-
NA

o

S
oY,
%

Yy A AN F
. Lo '\"‘“"VAI/’ e

e

> wl. WA W E b ;A
BERERT
i

é}; 7
RIANey:4 - %) Ly
o O R
- 4 y

REL g3
s MO WAL N%x ]
SR e%,afﬁéqéa
, X

; G e
AR et

%

AR s ey R

COMMENTS: K

{2




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.

! ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS
. R}
o A. Please show me B. What (document/ |[C. (PROBE)}: How did you figure
) the (document/ paper) was used "out the answer to this question?
VERIFICATION I17EM paper) you have when the applics- ‘
to (verify/prove) tion form was .
’ this. filled out? .
4
% %
Q.42 {295/33) |ND DOCUMENTATION, 1.3 ..........l-l(PR) PROBE: )
What was the . [DIVORCE DECREE... 0.3 |..........0.4 . $
total®amount of  [COURT ORDER...... 0.1 J.........0.1 Remenbered/Knew. ..... 0.6
child support SEPARATION / Estima’qed/guessed. ... 0.3
received in AGREEMENT...... 0.1 |..........0.1 NA. . iviiennennnaness 0.1
19797 . NOTARIZED N/APP.....ccvvere....98.9
STATEMENT...... 0. [..........0.1
" "|oTHER (SPECIFY) .
0.2 0.3
N=94
_ DON'T KNOW....... 0. [..........0.2 COMMENTS:
¢ X=1469 NA..eeeeansees 0.1 Jooea....0.2
% N/APP. ...00...97.8 f.......97.5 3
oK. 0.3 (qQ.428) - .
N/APP...
97.5
. . ®
Q.83 (295./33) . | comENTS:
Did you (or your K
spouse} receive 7% %
Aid to Dependent *;}ﬁ%f” 2 .
Children (ADC) or N
other welfare .
in 19797 ..
- %
YES. 7.1
NO. . 92, 70.45)
Koo 0.X0.45)




E

r ASX OFs --ALL STUDENTS

VERIFICATION ITEM

A. Please show me
the (docugent/
paper} vou have
to (verify/prove)
this.

What (document/
paper) was used
when the applica-
tion form was
filled out?_

C. (PROBE): How did you figure
out the answer to this question?

Q.44 (29b/33)
What was the
total amount
received from
ADC or welfare
in 19792

N=276

$ X=2534
% -
K. 0.7

N/APP...
92.9

: %
NO DOCUMENTATION. . 4.6

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

LETTERusevs.ns.. Lol

OTHER (SPECIFY)

%
3'5‘(PR)
2.1

DON'T KNOW..v..... O.

0.4
N/APP.........93.6

PROBE : %
Remembered/knew. .. ....2.3
Estimated/quessed... 0.9
Consulted Profes-
sional.....eeeeeeoess 0.1
N/APP...veeereneeeass96.5
COMMENTS:

s 28

¢

Q.45 (295/33)
Did you {or your
spouse) receive
veterans benef:ts
other than educa-
tional benefjits
in 2]2? Include
Death Pension and
Dependency and’

T, Ny 4 v
. ¥ 4 &
> fv&zf's?’;:* .

e
AP

4
" { COMMENTS:

Indemnity Compen~

%mﬂ (0IC) .

behefits,

no. 27 > 0.47)

ok.. 0-1ig.47) .

l N +
1 ot
’ \
. " 0=
[SXV Y A

Q

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




-

ASK GF:

ALL STUDENTS )

YERIFICATION ITEM

A, Please show me
the (document/
paper) you have

to (verify/prove)

this.

B. What (document/

paper) was used
when, the applica-
tion form was
filled out?

.

C. (PROBE): How did you figure
out the answer to this question?

°

v

3

: $
Q.46 (295/33) |NO DOCUMENTATION.. 1.2 }........ 0.7(PR)|PROBE: ¥
what was the total [VA FORM..e.eeeeees 0.3 0... ... 0.3 Raretbered/]mav.......OA .
amount of veterans |STATEMENT VA 0.3 0.6 Estimated/quessed.....0.2
benefits received OFFICE.eicereeee = ° eeceses o [7: NP AP o IR §
in 19797 STATEMENT VA IN/APP...eosseelones.99.3"
COUNSELOR.. ¥eee 0. J.oeveee. O. .
OTHER (SPECIFY) .
0.1 0.1
N=78 LEFT IT BLANK. vees (g feeeeees g, COMMENTS: T
DON'T KNOWa.aosoan
— 0] 0.2
W0 w/arp........ 98.2 98.0
T DK. 0.2 .as) ! ° -
N/APP 98.0 .
\ L :
. H
I3



. Naoa - ‘<\5
* CARD %

PO AR IR o
AL ‘&3\“" )
1 0% m:;rlﬁ

A N > N
. 0 1152 2,

o PR Y - . .
.

. Q.47 (29%/33) Q.48 (29b/33)
Did you (or your spouse) receive or K ¢ ¥hat was the total
earn any other income in 1979 that we ' amount received from

haven't already talked about, such ast  IF YES —3m— | (SOURCE) in 19797

3

YES | NO | LK

$ $ * % .
' N=112 ,
A. Unemployment compensation?........| 3.0 /9).0 0 s X=1125 : O 2 N O O T
: - DKeeorernnnss 0,18 13 14 15 16 17 18
: { w4
8. Interest on tax-free bonds?.......J 0.1 1 99.7] 0.k ¢ X=47 - N Y T N T A
' ; : 119 20 21 22 23 24
~ _NF3 - ' o . -
C. Untaxed portion of pensions and X=2066
capital gains?..ceeeeernenena.n.l] 0.1 | 99.8f 0.1 ¢ . I T T T N
\ : 25 26 27 28729 30
. N=35
0. tiving and housing sllowances?....|1.1 | 98.8} 0 |¢ %-1496 ]_-_l RN O T T
. P HKeeeeeeniii038 | 31 32 35 3 35 36
e ’ N=120 e
E. Earnings from work not reported X=519 : o

on a U.S. tax return?.............{3.3 | 96.5} 0.1}¢ . L1 11

DKeverrsonnns 0.5% 37 38 39 40 41 42

F.%ny other income? (SPECIFY) N=215 . J
‘ 5.6 | 94.1f 0.1¢ X=1035 \” L1

OKeeooonneees 0,5% 43 48 45 46 47 48
NAO.......o.l% '

’ 49_ 50
% " - S
G. (IF NECESSARY:) Any other income? 1 gi’?QZ : .
(SPECIFY) 0.4 { 98.0f 0 [s- B O D O O T O
: S1 52 53 54 55 S6
’ . 1
57 S8
* Ques. 47F: Not Ascertained= 0.23
** Oues. «47G: Not Ascertained= 1.7%
Vg
. ¢
~
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E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

¥ r / ~
Y : >
\\ .
v ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS
i A. Please show me B. What (document/ [C. (PROBE): How did you figure
o the (document/ paper) was used out the answer to this question?
VERIFICATIM\Q& paper) you have when the applica-
N “to (verify/prove) tion form was .

\
A

this.

filled out?

filled out.

@

Be sure ;o tell me if you had any- trouble with any item when the grant application was

.49 (30/33)
0id you {or your
spouse) Day any
medical or dental
expenses in 19797
Oo not include
amounts covered by
insurance or the
cost of insurance

premiums.
g .
ves.. 27.

NO... 71.3(Q.51)
"DK...c Ll.5(g.51)

<

F

:ﬁ?.« e
% (2 S5 <~>§
&vaﬁg\"&g‘

SR

N e )

&z ¥y
O
fagaly s

/ . k)
CAM YR AN 3
"y 1
ar .~

R B - Y
I S v R

PP R TR NN KR
;g}{g:«g;g%* IR B e

IV S PN S B A SR
RSl SR NSRSt B
L RS S T R - 55

3 s A BOE ekl
N AT e 5%‘%}
S N ]

5% 71 COMMENTS ¢

Q.%0 (30/33)
What was the total
amount you {or
your spouse) paid
in 19797

NO DOCUMENTATION.. 15,
1040 - SCHEDULE A -

LINES 2 & 6 (a,

by AND c)eveeeee
CANCELLED CHECXS.. 2
CASH RECEIPTS..... 1
STATEMENT FROM

Beeeeces 9.8 (PR)

M/APP.veennenrgessd

RIC

OR/HOSPITAL.ceer 2. (Cleeeeee. 3.4 .

.. OTHER (SPECIFY) ) .
N=975 —— 0.3 .0.3 COMENTS: \
%=290 LEFT IT BLANK..... O.Qeeeves. 2.3 ’

$ DON'T KNOWeeveooso O fooeeees 2.3 °

NMAeveeooonaooes 0.4 ..c.. 0.4
oK. 4,4 (Q.508)[N/APP..ceeceese?7.F.....72.9 S
N/APP. .. >
72.9
25
« P ¢



AX

OF: ALL STUDENTS

VERIFICATION ITEM

A. Please show me
the (document/
paper) you have

B. What (document/
paper) was used .
when the applica-

C. (PROBE): How did you figure

out the answer to this question?

to (verify/provg) tion fora was

this. \ ' filled out?
ATS g aslan >
CIE NEEPN Sk ) { AR .
051 0133 BEEEEE i e e  douents:
Did you (or your PGl f%%ﬁ” s %@%‘gﬁ ede
spouse) pay for W’”%%‘é%@g : 3%2%{%&%&%& *’,M T
elementary, junior kg% "%%gxﬁ%”%?&’ EALYY 4;?% 5
high, "or high \ﬁ.;%;‘%g‘;{% ,&;, _ R Gy "’l"'«m .g
school tuition for o g ‘
children in your ;m&i Sh iy
household in 19797 952
Don't include any %;qw}
igh school FRTan A
tuition for your- f‘m
self, if you paid [ Gwiets
any. %&fﬁw
. % I J&%& ST
Rasts
¥es.... L2 &%@%ﬁ;
ND..... 98.70.53) FSEeifatisan
OKeeorr 0 (0.53) [ Siedfits - |
4 W
oy S
SR RA A .
W@&m‘w 5
M SRR R R Dk
feeniaiy o B
% % :
Q.52 (31/33)  |ND POCUMENTATION.. 0.6 | ......D.4 (PR} |pRoBE: 3
¥hat was the total |CANEELLED CHELXS.. 0.2 | ......0.3 _ /knew,.... 0.2
amount vou (and  |CASH RECEIPTS..... 0.1 | .,....0.1 Estimated/guessed... 0.2
your spouse) ‘I STATEMENT FROM N/APP. REEEEERRTETRR 99.6
paid in 19797 SCHOOL. ¢ 2v0nl. 01 L 01 .
OTHER (SPECIFY)
N=45 0. 0
_ LEFT IT BLANK. ... O veeeesd . [COHENTS:
%=507 DON'T KNOW,....... 0 [ ......0-2
s N/APP...,.....99,0 {.....98.8
- % .
k.  0-1¢qg.s28)
{N/APP.98.8 -
. P N
Y] ol
Lu‘)




ERI

i
3 A ruText provided by Eric

. ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS

VERIFICATION [TEM

A. Please show me
the {document/
pgeer) you have
to (verify/prove)
this.

. What (document/

paper) was used
when the applica~
tion form was
filled out?

C. (PROBE): How did you figure
out the answer to this question?

During the next series of questions, I'm going to ask you to give me the amount of .
certain items when the applicstion form was filled out on (DATE FROM LABEL)..

Q.53 (34/38) NO DOCUMENTATION.. 24%,9 ceses 8,6%(PR) PROBE s , 3
When the applica~ i |BANK BOOKS........ 14,0 ++0..26.7 Remenbered/Knew.... 3.6
tion was filled BANK STATEMENTS... 7.8 ¢+¢+.13.8" Es‘t"_i_]nate(i/Gllessed,. 4.0
out, what was the |OTHER (SPECIFY) Consulted Profes-
total amount of 0.9 2.0 sionalieecseessnaes 0.1
your {or your , . Don't KnoW.esesseee 0.3
spouse's) savings [LEFT IT 8LANK..... 0 esees 0.8 7 0.5
and checking DON'T KNOW.eoveou. O ceees 4,2 N/APP....vsueaesees 91.4
accounts, excluding|MA.....{...... 0.8}..... 1.3
any amounts you N/APP......... 51.54.....42.6
received from COMMENTS s -
educational loans
or grants? —

“N= 3915 v ”
%= 197
$ % .
NONE.  42.60.54) . .
K. .. 8.8Q.538)
NA..... 0.1 .

/7 Q.56 (34/38)
When the applica-
tion was ¥illed
out, how much
cash - not in

.

- e
savings or checking{: "%

accounts - did you
(or your spouse)
have? Exclude any
amounts received
from educational
loans or grants.

e "L COMMENTS ¢

N=3734 . e . o,
X=15 ;, PRGN Tt
[, el w .. v
s % R ; » .
. ’ ¥
NONE.. 45.8 O wp ey -
OK.... 12.8 « ER
NA." 0.3 E e A 4
ces . Ny ’» ' * iy A . i . 3‘5’5
> S eyt we _
~ 2y a® LI
- EIRY ~ ~
W s




. ' ASK OF:. ALL STUDENTS

A. Please show me B. What (document/ {C. (PROBE): How did you figure
the (document/ paper) was used out the answer to this question?
VERIFICATION ITEM paper) vou have when' the appliéa-
. to (verify/prove) tion form was
this. filled ouf?
0.55 (35/38) AN S8 coments,
. Did you (or your ¥ ": s &
spouse) own a home Bad):
when the applica- - ; SR,
tion was filled N A AN N, m y
out? y M@ é;; ¢ . ® o
ves... 3.7 5 .
NO...96.2(q,s8) i ’
45
‘Q' ¥4
Q.56 (35/38)  |NO DOCUMENTATION.. 2.0 }....... 1,6 (PR) |PROBE: 3
¥hat was your APPRAISAL...sveves 0, L besssess 0.3 (PR) | Remembered/Knew...... 1.3
(or your spouse's) |STATEMENT FROM Estimated/quessed....- 1.4
home worth when LOCAL REAL Consulted Profes-
the epplication ESTATE OFFICE... 0" |....... 0,1 (PR) |SiOmal............... 0.3
was filled out? * |TAX ASSESSMENT Don't Know........... 0.1
FORMS.eevuvenae 025,00, 0.6 (pr) |NA . iveeeeeennnnne.. 0.5
. PROPERTY InNSURANCE 0-41....... 0.4 (ppy |N/APP - oo o963
! COMMENTS:
N=150 OTHER (SPECIFY) (. 3 0.5 ~
$ X=25,600 L » (PR)
OK. % (0Q.568) JLEFT IT BLANK.cee. 0, leeveew 0. (PR)
0.1 DON'T KNOW...vuus b eioeees (0.1 (PR) .
N/APP.... NA..81.
) 96.3 N/APP.........96.4}......96.3
‘i - , - % % 3
Q.57 (35/38)  |NO DOCUMENTATION.. y y}..eeseeeyy ofPR) |PROBE: .8
What was gwed on  |MONTHLY MORTGAGE /Knew...... 0.3
the home . STATEMENTS.....% (g 7heceeeeneq ofQ.59) | EStimated/quessed.... 0.4
including any MORTGAGE CREDIT ’ . ’ NA.......oveeetennes 0.1
unpaid mertgages STATEMENT....v0e 0.7.‘........0.8(9.59) N/APPweseueiaenennnas 99.1
.| and related debts |COPY OF STATEMENT
when the appli- OF LOANS ON
cation was filled PROPERTY....eua ', 3beeeeccensy, 40Q.59) - :
out? PURCHASE CONTRACT. 9 11.vveeners. (0.59) .
CANCELLED CHECXS OR
RECEIPIS FOR
- PAYMENTS... .00, Q.59)| v
$ X=16,976 |omer (specIFy) 0.2 : 0.2 ~ '
0.1 0.1
NONE. (Q.59)
3 LEFT IT &ANK..... 0 [.70..0-Lq s9) " .
OKee. 0.3 (Q.578)[DON'T KNOW........ O .'.........0°2m.59)
N/APP. .... ) 0]6..92;. P
96.3 N/APP.........96.6]......96,
l ¢ -10
4 257, *
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ASK QOF: ALL STUDENTS

VERIFICATION I1TEM

3

A. Please show me
the {document/
paper)’ you have
to (verify/prove)
this.

8. ¥hat (document/
_ peper) was used
whed the applica-
. tion form was
filled out?

T

C. (PROBE): How did you figure
out the answer to this question?

T

Q.58 (35/38);

Do you have any-"
thing to prove
that you (and your
spouse) do not .
own & home, such
as rent receipts
or a lease?

3
YES. 22.7.
NO.. 73.3(Q.59)
NA.. 0.2
N/APP....

3.7

g
LEASE AGREEMENTS..
CANCELLED CHECXS..
4040 - SCHEDULE A,
LINE 17 = O.....
OTHER (SPECIFY)

5
4

DON'T KNOW........
NA..-.--------.
Nm..........??

RENT RECEIPTS..... 11.

A% G 758 7%,
,n:{a\ ‘,é‘:; YN

N 3

Q.59 (36/38)
When the appii- -
cation was filled
out, did you (or
your spouse) have
investments and/or
other real estate?
Investhents include
trust funds,
stocks, bonds, and
: other securities.

ves, 2.5

no. 97 L(g.62) -
ok.. 0:3c62) -
lm.. 0.1

e d .

K rn, 2l Py
phe AR

¥

]

@

B A

KR
te




ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS

VERIFICATION ITEM
: £y

.

A, Please show me
the (document/
paperi you hsve
to (verify/prove)
this.

What (document/
paper) was used
when the spplics-
tion form was
filled out?

C. (PROBE):

How did you figure
out the answer to this question?

v

Q.60 (36/38)
What was the total
value of your (or
‘your spouse's)
investments and/or
other real estate
when the appli- .

NO DOCUMENTATIONI. §. 4
PURCHASE CONTRACTS ().
STATEMENT FROM REAL
ESTATE AGENT.... (.
STATEMENT FROM
STOCX BROKER.... §,
PROPERTY INSURANCE 0,

seeseses 0.1

cesneess 0,

£ - '
. L]
(PR) [PROBE: .
88 Remembered/Knew....... 0.5
’ Estimated/Guessed..... 0.3
N/APP. .0 vveviennnnena. 99.2

on these invest-
ments and/or real
g;tlte when the -
spplication was
filled out?

|

N=101
1
—
NONE. g’i S
y .618
§7APP.....(Q §18)
97.5 .

MORTGAGE COMPANY ()
STATEMENT FROM )

BROKER....0uuues
PURCHASE CONTRACT. (.
OTHER (SRECIFY)

0.

ceeennes 0,

000000 0.1
sececses 0.1

LEFT IT BLANK..... Q
DON'T KNOW..,..:..

0
M.eeeeeennso. 0.8
N/APP.........97.7

ﬂ.......'..."...'..

N/APP..veveevennneaea. 99,

.
,cation was filled {OTHER (SPECIFY) . ‘
out? 0.3 0.4 . i
LEFT IT BLANK.vvvs 0. |ovenvnns 0.2 COMHENTS: 7
. DON'T KNOWaverevne 0. feeeers. 0.5 1
N=86 7 VRN ¢ 1 I PR ¢ J4
o N/APP........ 98.0J......97.5
S X=2396 ' : -
K. % .0.608)
0.5- - . ~
ﬁJ/AEP.....
.97.5° ; .
3 1.2 %_7( R) |PROBE ’
Q.61 (36/38)  [NO DOCUMENTATION.. 1.2)........ 0.7 (p : &
How much was owed |STATEMENT FROM Remembered/Knew...... 0.

0
0.
9

W= o

He oo oo

deeeee 9

COMMENTS::

o
N
W
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- ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS
oo .
A. Please show me* 8. What (document/ {Cy (PROBE): How did you figure

'VERIFICATION ITEM

the {document/
paper) you have
to (verify/prove)

paper) was used

when the applica-

tion form was

out the answer to this question?

N

v this. v filled out? ’
O ‘ bt : & $ e
Q.62 (37/38) e AL COMENTS:

. When the sppli- é:
cation wes filled A .
out, did you {or AR 3% i
your spouse) SR
own a business? RS YA

% -, s ’ R %‘ 0

ves...0.4 25 o ER : ““' ¥/>
RN Y et ' -
o9t e e
OX....0.10.65) R A ~ .
Lo i
. 4@ NI }%ﬁg‘g’;@‘%@ (&w 2 B s
@m‘iw ‘5&’ A %:‘ ;"Q\( . ) 2 -
\ AN g«?"{% ;5‘72’3"% IR
. e ;
. N 4 S A N T
, . t % .

Q.63 (37/38) (N0 DOCUMENTATION.. O.1f...:.... O.1(pr) |ProBE: ‘ 3
What''was the value |STATEMENT FROM  ° i Estimated/Guessed.... 0,1
of (your spouse's REAL ESTATE % - . N/APP" 99.9
ot} your (or OFFICE.ceeenanns 0. ..,‘;....,‘0- ' .
your share of the) {PURCHASE AGREEMENT .
business(es) when |INVENTORY ASSESS-
the application 31) PR | N PR | A
was’filled out?  IPROPERTY INSURANCE 0, |.:i..... 0.1 ~

OTHER (SPECIFY) - _
v 5 . - 0. . - 0.
! LEFT IT BLANK.cuer O, feooerens O, COMENTS:, .
- DON'T KNOW..eoveos 00 foveneate 00
e N/APP......... 99.7|......99.6
s = ¥=11,899 o B ‘
OK. % (0.638) . . ) -
. /\’ ‘
N/APP..99.6 . -
s '. Y2V '
: <0() i
N N ‘{ R .« v -
) ) - :
& . - X

e




ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS

'ptmrlc;\nm« 1TEM

~

A. Please show me
the (document/
peper) you have
to (verify/prove)
this.

. ¥hat (document/
paper) was used
when the applica-
tion form was
filled out?

.
C. (PROBE): How did you fiqure
out the answer to this question?

% % g -
Q.68 (37/38)  |NO DOCUMENTATION..  1}....... ] (PR) |PROBE:
. | What was the total |COPY OF MDRTGAGE ‘
amount of (your STATEMENT....... baaseans (), ¢ | Remembered/Krew....... 0.1.
spouse's or) your [COPY OF STATEMENTS N . N/APP~ 99.9
(or your share of) OF LOANS AGAINST . A ‘ ‘
mortgages or BUSINESS..cvavee 0, foeenese Q.
related debts for |OTHER (SPECIFY) , , )
which your busi- 0. A 0. ¢} R
fess(es) (was/ ' o )
were) used LEFT IT BLANK 4ees Q; fevveees Q, ' :
as collateral? OON'T KNOW.uvueuss 0, feeeensn 0.
NA. . .iveneeees 0.2)...... 0.2 .
. - COMMENTS :
N/APP....oovve 99.7{......99.6 -
. N=15 - - N )
$ X=4767 -
NONE 3 ) ‘. )
%, ~ : .
OK. 0. (Q.648) T
N/APP. ... )
A 99.6 " . . . .
Q.65 (37/38) -
Jhen the aagli- - !
cation was .
1 filled out, did
« you (or your
spouse) own a .
farm? . "
: R :
ves. -04 B 2 A
NO. 99.9G0.68) [ FFopm i thny e .
oK.. 0.0 (g.68) b o 1
N v, . . K3
‘ / - ax s )
- ‘ - - ( ‘
i . ’ e A
‘ ’ [
. , . ‘
ERIC S S }
° . i N7 '
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ASK OF:

ALL STUDENTS

VERIFICATION ITEM

the (document/
paper) you have
to (verify/prove)
this.

A. Please show me Ba

What (document/
paper) was used

when the applica-

tion form was
filled out?

C. (PROBE): How did you figure
out the answer to this question?

gages or related
debts for which
your farm(s)
(was/were) used
as collatgral?

N=2
X=158,500
$
—_g—
NONE. .
0K 8' .Q.678)

N/APP......-
99.96

LEFT IT BLANK:.... O.
DON'T KNOW........ O.
N/Appoo‘oooo. 99.96

et

beveeens O

cees.99.96

0.66 (37/38)  |NO DOCUMENTATION.. “gpf.vee... .32 (PR) |PROBE: 3

What was ths value |STATEMENT FROM Consulted Profes-

of (your spouse's REAL ESTATE Sional..eeeennnnnn. .02

or) your {or your 'UFFI‘CE...........O crenees(, IN/APP...eeeenne... 99.98

shara of the) COPY OF OWNERSHIP '

farm(s) when the AGREEMENT....... Q, ceseses (),

epplication was STATEMENT OF

filled out? INVENTORY c 00 enes 0. cecesss (),
PROPERTY INSURANCE 0. cessees (),
OTHER (SPECIFY) . o

.02 -02 COMMENTS::
N=2 _ .
LEFT IT BLANKeeeea ) fevseees0
X=187,000 [OON'T KNOH........ 0 ceesees0
] N/APP....v... 99.96].....99.96
K. ® NC.668) : . /
. . . :
N/APP. ....
99.96
Q.67 (37/38)  |NO DOCUMENTATION.. S02|....... . (PR):|PROBE: , =3

WMhat was the MORTGAGE STATEMENT.O, ceseees 0,4 N/APP. tvcevsesseeesess 100

amount of (your COPY OF OUTSTANDINC .

spouse's and) LOANS OR DEBTS.. ,02}.ccc... O.

“your {or your -{OTHER (SPECIFY) :

share of) mort- . p. 0.




. Please show me . What (document/ |C. (PROBE): How did you figure
the {document/ paper) was used out the answer to this queytion?
VERIFICATION I1TEM paper) you have when the applica- ’
to (verify/prove) tion form was
tl?is.‘ . filled out?
<% £y
Q.68 (40) NO COCUMENTATION, 1'8 YRITITN | jPR) PROBE ¢
«¥hat is the amount |VA FORM #8332224. 1°gl.....,.... 5 g |Remembered/Knew.......
9

of veterans edu- |STATEMENT VA Estimated/Guessed.....
cation benefits OFFICE...u.e... cereeeeees 1.0 NA..ooviiiiiiiiiiiin,
you personally STATEMENT VA ‘ N/APP....ovvivinneeess 9
will receive per COUNSELOR...... O. U ¢ A §
month from July t, |OTHER (SPECIFY) .
1980 to June 30, 0.1]
19817 Include '
only the benefits JLEFT IT BLANK....

from the GI Bill  [DON'T KNOW....:..

and Veterans or N/APP........ 96.2
Dependents Edy-
cational Assist-
ance Programs.

N=4284

¢ X=11.96

h $

NONE. 95.%¢.70) -
oK. -XQ.488)

Q.89 (40} NO DOCUMENTATION.
For how many YA FORM #8332-2A. JQececencans
months do you STATEMENT VA

expect to receive OFFICE...v00s.. O 7%/ Cetennnnneaneann.
these veterans STATEMENT VA .

educat ional . COUNSELOR...... .
‘benefits between OTHER (SPECIFY)
July 1, 1980 and .

COW;ZNTS:

Jure 30, 19817 —_—
N=167 LEFT IT BLANK....
X=9.44 - loon'1 KNOW........

(No. OF MONTHS) |NA.............
. % N/BPP...cevesos 9

ok.. 0.3q 498)

N/APP..... .

95.9
)




kY

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1 ,
- Fon SPiFICE LSL ONLY -
R ’ INST PERS P SIAT CARD  BLANK QD1sP
L I T SO U N S N O I O B A R I
1 _2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 14
“ DATE FINALIZED
MM DD 1 BAICH VAL
I T R S | S T P R U N R N I .
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26
Y g
OMB No.: 1840-0033
Expires: July 1, 1981 & .
BASIC EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANT QUALITY CONTROL STUDY !

PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

AFFIX LABEL HERE

Conducted for: Division of Quality Assurance '
Office of Student Financihl Assistance
U.S. Department of Education

0
s

!

Survey conducted by: As part of a study conducted in affiliation with:
' .

Westat, Inc. Advanced Technology, Inc. T2

1650 Research Blvd. ' 7923 Jones Branch Drive

Rockville, Md. 20850 ’ McLean, Virginia 22102

- P

Hellp, my name: is (YOUR NAME) (SHOW ID BADGE). I am with Westat, Inc., a survey
research firm. We are doing the UIS. Department of Education study of the problems
people have with the financial aid application forms for Basic Educational Opportunity .
Grants¥ 1 am here to speak with (NAME OF RESPONDENT) about the application form
filled out for the 1980-81 school year. .

CONFIDENTIALITY AND PRIVACY

This study is being conducted according to the requlations of the Privacy Act. The
primary reason for the'stu&y is to obtain information to improve the way the grant
program warks. However,.this information will become part of the existing Basic Edu-
cational Opportunity Grant System of Records and may result in changes in the amount of
your (son's/daughter’s) grant. I persenally have signed a statement swearing not to
reveal any information you give me during this interview, except for the purpose of
this study and-as required by law. )

' 7

(‘)p , .
Asx




-

+ TIME BEGAN: |__ | |+ 1__1__1

ASK OF:  ALL PARENTS ’

SECTION A

The people who administer the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant program have found that errors

- somet imee

happen because the forms aren't clear. We would like to learn more about any problems

that vou had when (BEOG RECIPIENT) applied for an educational grant for the 198G-1981 school year.

Q.1.

%

Please take a minute to scan this financial aid application form and tell me asbout the
items that gave you any trouble. (HAND R ONE-PAGE FORM.) (IF R.HAS A PROBLEM, HAND CARD
A AND ASK:) For which of the following reasons was there trouble answering this question?
(FOR EACH PROBLEM, RECORD 1TEM NUMSER FROM FORM, WRITE PROBLEM TYPE CODE NUMBER, AND
OESCRIBE THE PROBLEM.) °

»

YES, R HAD PROBLEMS . . . . . . . . 1 (RECORD BELOW) I

NO, R DIDN'T HAVE PROBLEMS. . . . % 2 (Q.2)

HAND R .
NE -
:PFE’LZAGE I1TEM | PROBLEM TYPE _ DESCRISE PROBLEM Do
CATION NUMBER | 1. UNDER. QUEX. —
FORM 2. UNDER. INSTR. ,
' 3. NO DOC . _
4. QUEX. INAPP. | E
5. OTHER : . -
' 30
HAND .
CARD ’ y
' i
A ‘ L
B )
Y’
- ; ,
é |
.
; - -
? 1 ~ !
: ; | ' , ‘
| ) b
| |
|
¥ i :
! g ‘
. ; | ‘
i l
au SRS
7 \ ‘
A i
| ‘ -
: ] |
'
[}
= i
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| %, CARD . 5%

. o, 5 ¥ %

.1.83 3150 F.

2 ISV .

'AS( OF: ALL PARENTS
Q.2 i When the form was F{lled out, did you ask anyone for help who was not a member of your
- : fam{ly? Here is a card that lists people you might have agked. Did you ask: (A Q.3

Q.4 FOR EACH "YES® IN Q.2,AFTER OBTAINING ANSWERS FOR A THROUCH H.)

HAND . - . Q3% Q.8 *
CARD What kind of help did Were you satis-
8 . you get? (PROBE WITH fied with the

IF YES |  CATEGORIES IF NECESSARY) | help you got?
CLARIF.|INFO. TO .
SOURCE Q OF « |ANSWER |[ADMIN.
ESINO_QUEX. QUEX. HELP |OTHER] YES NO K
o |VEYNOG[UEX. o g | " OTER 15018
A. Someone in the Financial . 5 I
Ald Office? . & ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o & 6.7090.92.9 | 1.3 1.4 0.7 5.6 10.710.]
B. A nember of the faculty
or counselor at the school "

(BEOG RECIPIENT) attends? . .13.0 [94.3 1.3 0.5{ 0.5| 0.3] 2.5]0.378]

N

C. A high school counselor?. . .[5.192.4 2.2 0.7 1.3} o. 4.1{0.7 0.1
e s ™ |2.10s.4 2.0 | o0.6] .2|0.2] 1.7]0.90.1

‘
v,

E. Someone at the Department '
of Gducation? . . . . . . . . 0.297.)] 0.1 0.1 0. | O. 0.10. }{0.

F. Someone at (e Amarican ‘ ‘ |

Coll Test .Center { § - ‘
e Towa CACTY? & oo s ov 2. .0.8[96.9 0.4 | 0.1 0.1{0.1] 0.7]0.10.
C. Frrends? . .. . i .. ... 4.1992.41.9 | 0.7| 0.5/ 0.7] 3.2|0.50.]

H. Or someone else? (SPECIFY) 13.573.4 0.9 1.1} 0.6} 0.5 2.\9 0.3 0.

k)

.5 Was the form filled out without reading any of the instructions? 3
T YES v ¢ e b e 0 v o . e e e 5.5(a.7)
S 64.7
DON'T KNOW. « v v v v a e e o 28, 607
" N . m..... '..‘ ............ ® o0 00 000 l.2
Q.6 Were all the {nstructions read whén the form was filled out, or were some of !
the {Astructions read when the form was filled out? 5 %l
ALL INSTRUCTIONS. . . &« & . . . 18'3
. SOME INSTRUCTIONS . ., . . . . . *
— QAT KNOW. . o cecen 883 \
N/APP, .\ veuvnnensns ceeesas 35.3 ‘
Q.7 Here {s a copy of the Sfudent Eligibility Report (SER}). (HAND R THE SER) Did
you ever receive one of| thesg in the mail? . &
. ’ YES v v v e v e e 42.2
HAND R ND. o o v 6 0 ¢ v ¢ 0 0 o o o 33.4 (BOX 2, PAGE S)
© SER T : DON'T KNOW. &« & ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o & 28'; _(BOX 2, PAGE 5)
Lmlt-m or . NA ..... ‘e ees e o TR I A A I ..-'... . ‘
Q. 2*‘Not ascertainable . 0.3* Not Ascertainable Q.4* Not Ascertainable
A, 2.4 % E. 2.7% A. 0.5% E. 0. A. 0.4% E. 0.
B. 2.7 F. 2.7 B. 0.3 F. 0.1 B. 0.2 F. 0.1
C. 2.5 G. 3.3 C. 0.3 G. 0.2 C. 0.2 G. 0.2
D. 2.6 H.23.1 D. 0.1 H. 0.3 D. 0. H. 0.2




LA

. ASK OF:  ALL PARENTS

Q.8 Did you rece:ve 8 (Student Elig:bility Report/SER) for (BEOG RECIPIENT) more
than once for the 1980-81 school year?

%

YES v vt v e e e de ... 17,0

NOe v ovvoneeeenne. 20%q1a .

DON'TKRNOWY & o o v oo v w .. ATiqura)
0.1

teesesscccscccscscccheccs .

- N/APP....eeeeeresesonnsaes 57.8
Q.9 Sometimes students who apply for financial aid are asked to explain information

on the (Student Eligibility Report/SER). Did you or (BEOG RECIPIENT) have to
‘explain aﬁy information? *

%
YES « v v o e v e v e 0 e e 10.5
. 6.0(Q.13)

DON'T KNOWe & v ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o 0.4(Q.13)
N/BPP..ceeeeoeesecsaceneces 83.0

Q.10 Sometimes students are asked to explain this information before they receive the
final (Student £ligibility Report/SER) that authorizes the Financial Aid
Officer to give them the grant, and scmetimes they are asked to explain
information after they receive the final (Student Eligibility Report/SER). v
Did you or {BEOG RECIPIENT) have to explain any information before receiving
the final (Student Eligibility Report/SER), after receiving the final
(Stuaent Eligibility Report/SER), or both before and after? -

BEFORE FINAL SERe o v o o o o o 7

AFTER FINAL SER o o o 4 o o oo 1

‘ BOTH BEFORE AND AFTER « « . . . L.

. DON'T KNOW. & & o v o o v wwe s (9)

Q.11 Did you get help from anyone outside your family when you were asked to
explain information before receiving the final {Stlident Eligibility
Report/SER)? -

2

N N = 00

‘

YES o v e e e e e
NOu g o v v o v poe e on e
DON'T KNOW. o o o o v o o o v o

NAieeosoooeesooscossconsscnns

N/APP.voevesecoecencensonse 9

‘own

= O

BOX 1
INTERVIEWER, CHEDX Q.10 AND COOE .ONE: 9

Q10 = Teerennernensencncenencnees 123 (Q.13)
Be10 = Juveennsecsrrssrocacesacees 7 1Q.12)
13077\ -J N ) I :

Q.12 Did you get help from anybne outside your familv when you were asked to
\ explain information after receiving the final (Student Eligibility

Report/SER)? % .

0.

. YES & o v o ¢ s o s 6 0 o 0 o o

NO. o v e e e e e

1l
0.
DON'T KNOW 0
7

s0 0 00c00 0000 0000000000000 .

(50 ol i e ol

N/APPpm-,"....a...o......oo.g .
L

¢

N | .
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ASK OF: ALL PARENTS
Lo . 1
Q.13 ¥hen the final (Student Eligibility Report/SER) was received, did you or (BEQG,
RECIPIENT) know what to do with it from the instructions that came with it, or
- . did you ask someone outg‘de your family what to do with :.t?
. %
KNEW WITHOUT ASKING . . . . . . 14.3 (BOX 2, PAGE 5)
ASKED OUTSIDE FAMILY. . . . . . 2.1 (BOX 2, PAGE )
OON'T KNOW. v v ¢ ¢ o v o o v W 0.6 (BOX 2, PAGE 5)
' N/APP. .eeeereneneenenness 83.0
Q.14 Sométimes students who appiy for financial aid are asked to explain

information on the (Student Eligibility Report/SER). Di
¢ (BEQG RECIPIENT) have to explain any information?

oy or

3
YES.: e e e e e e 5.0

NO.;.........a’..- 17.3(Qo16)

. DON'T KNOW. v & v v v ¢ o 0 v 2.2(Q.16)
P N/APP. .. vveeeenannnnansas 74.8
. Q.15 Did you get help from anyone outside your family when you were asked
to explain the information? ‘ .
g %

'Yss............... 0.8
Y O S 9 |
DON'TKNOW. . . . .. ... ... 0.1
7 O ¢ I
N/APP...................,{..95.0
Q.16 #hen the (Student Eligibility Report/SER) wes received, did—ybu or
(BEOG RECIPIENT) know what to do with {t from the intructions that
came with it, or did you ask someone outside vour fam:ly what to do

with {t?
$
}/ . KNEW WITHOUT ASKING . . . . . .. 20.5
¢ ASKED OUTSIDE FAMILY. . . . ..., 20
DON'T KNOW. v omee ¢ ¢ o oo o .. 1.6
. tecetecsscetecncnncot o as 1.1
{ i . N/APP....civveeienennnenes. 74.8

ro

<D
e
q




) ASK OF:  ALL PARENTS

v,
. .

. ) SECTION B

8aX 2

In this section, I will be askir'\g you some questions about items from (BEOG RECIPIENT'S)
financial aid application for the 1980-81 school yedr. The U.S. Department of Education is
very interested in finding out which items ‘on financial aid spplications people have trouble
completing., If you assisted in filling out ghe appXigation, please tell me sbout any items
/ that gave you trouble. According to our records, the application was completed on (DATE

FROM LABEL).
1
I3
f v
\\ INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTIONS
FOR EACH VERIFICATION ITEM, FOLLOW THIS PROCEDURE: / ’ ‘
o ASK VERIFICATION ITEM QUESTIONS ON LEFT-HAND SIDE OF PAGE.
% -~ -
} N
s PROCEED ACROSS THE GRID, UNLESS OTHERWISE- INDICATED, ASKING THE QUESTIONS PRINTED AT
THE TOP OF THE COLUMNS -FOR EACH VERFICATION ITEM. INDICATIONS THAT YOU SHOULD NOT'
PROCEED ACROSS THE GRID ARE SKIP INSTRUCTIONS NEXT TO THE ANSWER CATEGORIES OF THE
VERIFICATION ITEM OR SHADING IN/THE BOXES UNDER THE COLUMNS FOR Q.A. OR Q.B.
4 . , ——
s IF R INDICATES THAT HE/SHE HAD "NO DOCUMENTATION" WHEN THE FORM WAS FILLED OUT,
ALWAYS PROBE (PR) WITH "HOWDID YOU FIGURE OUT THE ANSWER TO THIS QUESTION?" AND
RECORD R'S RESPONSE UNDER/COMMENTS. ,
IF R INDICATES THAT HE/SHE HAD TROUBLE WITH AN ITEM, GO BACXX T0 Q.1, PAGE 1, AND 0BTAIN
COMPLETE INFORMATION ABOUT THE TROUBLE.
L <
. . \
. -
AN
, - - N \
/ *
. / ;'{
/ . T
0.’,..; . . .. "
e
/ N L U '9 -




ASK OF: ALL F/ARENYS

VERIFICATION ITEM

A. Please show me
the (document/
paper) you have
to (verify/prove)
this.

B. What (document/
paper) was used
when the applica-
tion form was
filled out?

C. {PROBE): How ¢id you figure
out the answer to this question?

————

Q.17 (11)

; e X
Did (BEOG RECIP- _ Fs:id
E AT

IENT) live with
you for more than
six weeks in 1979
(2 total of 42
days)}?

NOiveurerose

DKevevoennns

s

0.

35.4; %

1

T

%, 4, o
X N
S sty
PR S SR

VT ok e, TR A NS,

35 L5
SR

R R
¢;§§w,§%g%ﬁ3,;§§¥§g
$ S0 N3

X s
3 ok o
LA

% b4 el
KENA 7 )

Q.18 (11)
Did "(BEOG RECIP~
IENT) live with

you more than six
weeks during 1980
(a total of 42
days)?

YES.wurnienns 7
NOueoeoronnes 2

DRevererennnn

[y

NA........

.,

OO WO ow

= oin () D) :

SN
REAY
. 3
;?§}?ﬁ&fiw;
Yo ME WY, By wl
Pls 'i”mfz;?(‘:;’a
o

i

gy £ ~
S

ALK
74 Bl

COMMENTS:

Q.19 (12)

NO DOCUMEN~ ¥

PROBE: 3

\

Q

Was (BEOG RECIP- TATION........ 18.4 [ 1l. (pr) |Remembered/Knew......... 8.4
IENT) listed es  |1040 - LIRE c.. 10.2 ..., 10. Estimated/Guessed......, 1.0
an exemption on  ([1040A + LINE 5c. 2-§ .,..... 3. Consulted Profes-
your Federal 1040 ~ LINE 6c- - SlOl;lal 0.1
Income Tax : WWSHEET..... 32.] ”””.27. bon't KNow...veevvuueee 0.6
Return for 19797 |1040A - LINE Sc- - NA...‘......c...f....,.... \ 0.9
i % | WORKSHEET..... 9.3 T (2 N/APP . ..vveueennnneeses 58.9
YES 60¢ 40THER (SPECIFY)_ ‘ ¢ :
NO. {24.9 : 1. COHENTS: T
DID : , ’i* . PR
T—-—-—h
FILE LEFT IT BLAN... 0.1 ....... O. ’
IN 14.0oon'1 KNOW..c... 0.3 .......10. ( 1 ~ ‘
1979,  (0.20); MNA........... 11.% ......12, ’ (
o, ,0.7(2.20) IN/APP........ 14.7 ......15. ,
) ) (
-
r/ (
. (
, ! . .
- [ ) r)w "
/ ~X 0 ’

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.




X ' ASK OF: , ALL"PARENTS
i ( )

) 1
. A. Please show me B. What (document/ (C. (PROBE}: How did you figure
. the (document/ paper) was used out the answer te this question?
VERIFICATION ITEM paper) you have when the applica-#
- TN to (verify/prove) tion form was .. ’
. this. filled out? ) ’ \
e BT
2.20 (12) PR f‘%««-% %1 CoMMENTS: : ' .
N:1l (BEOG RECIP- [¥hSreiyy Caiainidd
IENT) be Listed (3 ~ufisd e S
———e . s en % S e, S ol
as an exemption ‘“33‘3;'&55.’”‘ Fos s '%?N oty
* | on your Federal é%:‘f‘“mé S é&’i Y -
Income Tax - & bt G
Return for 19807 3 : '
. 3 ‘
YES.eeveer ~ 560
NO. o Atoeve -30.5 '
WON'T FILE -
IN 4780” 12.
P OKeoronaes 1. . '
: 0.21 (13) ‘
Did you give (BEOG| :
RECIPIENT) more  |o°o .
than $750 worth of Qof"
- _support in 19797 “ !
By support-we .
| mean money or ° .
things like
housing, food, ] -
¢ lothes, car, A -
\ medical and. ’:\, '
dental care, and o .
college costs.
" |ves....... 67.8
. " I NGuerrs.. 30.7 . \ .
DKevrreous L3 R SR 2 EILEN
. G ESIY SR i ~ ’
. bkl T 0y S g7 D AR
) 5 s o e 3 L GBI L o BNEGR an . .
. Ko TINERL# O R A S SRS
; I SR " .._ B
. A ) -y v ‘4
3 | “a ,
' Q . - ° .

H
.

«




‘ ) ASK OF: ALL PARENTS
R A. Please show me . |B. What (document/ |C. (PROBE): How d:d you figure
the (document/- paper) was used out the answer to this question?
VERIFICATION ITEM paper} you have when the applica- . :
N to (verify/prove) tion form was
s " this. filled out? .
hd
AR Ve I B s
57 SRt TNEI I o B R e i
0.22 (1) [RREENRRI s e %s ] coments:
D18 you give RIERSSIE i bR o
(BEOG RECIPIENT) | k %";i*;»’f«f,%*%f‘%?%;f’v’%; A
B G A L e A F i ‘
m?r:hth:n 5750 ;&%3:«/31;)%3;%;’ &égi:
worth of support TE ¥ %ﬁ%ﬁi

in 19807 8y sup- ;%;1;37@; Rh VRN
port we mean money E; ;

or things like
Ihousmg, food,
clothes, car,
medical and
dentsl care,

- and college
costs. - %

-

YES.ii.ee.  65.1
ND........ 33,3
DKerurosae 1.6
NA...... 0.1

BOX 3 ,

INTERVIEWER, CHECX LABEL FOR RESPONDENT TYPE:

If_IP - REVIEW 0.77 THROUGH Q.22 AND CODE ONE: ¥
IF ALL RESPONSES “NO", "DON'T KNOW", OR "DID NOT FILE™ . . . .22.9 (BOX &, PAGE 30)
+ IF ANY RESPONSE IS "YES" (NOTE: IP WAS ORIGINALLY -
) ! MISCLASSIFIED. FOR REST OF QUESTIONNALRE, TREAT AS IF A DP.). 4.0 (Q.23)
. ) . ,
IFOP. . s v v s i e Y C 1 R ¥ 3. :
\ \
, . ~
t * ’, ) .
<72 :

ERIC S '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS K

A, Please show me 8. What (document/ |C. (PROBE) :  How did you figure

i - the (document/ paper) was used out t<§ answer to this question?”
VERIFICATION ITEM |"* paper) you have | when the applica- }
. to (verify/prove) tion form was , _;'
c. this. filled gut? IS

O N

2

N Y
SRR R

BRIl : -
023 (1) .7 R EE SRR ARy

5%

¥hen the apoli- i}zf%ﬁ{’s‘%‘;‘{jﬁg
) cation was filled |iv % J&%’g“« g‘ﬁ*ﬁ“

out, were you Ak PEF AT oo
single, married, |; '; ’@i“\;ga‘k‘fm'c PR
divorced, e A
separated, or

- widowed?

e
£

A%

5
A
:

K
2
g
%@&@g A
et
Ses

g

2>
Y
¢
¥
2
¥
i
20
2,7 ol
b
3
€7
78
bavd
Lot
8
o
5 >,
3
Py
5
23
i
N

1

8

1
SEPARATED... ©
W1DOWED. ... S
0

2

l NOTE:

Ogt (17)

How many people
will you (or
your spouse)
4 - support between
July 1, i%0 and | , Ay
June 30, 19817 R '>-:>".»»}‘:§»gi y
Include yourself, p: ~®cWs Ll "x:.,;’;s',\s«?-.
(spouse, ) and any .
dependent child-
ren. Include
other peopld

i} only if they

lived with you
and regeived

more £fhan half
theyr support
you when
the form was-

. fil ﬁ;dZ 65%.

SIZE OF o e O
HOUSEHOLD SIRR

SPOUSE™ WHEREVER 1T OCCURS. .

LS

COMMENTS:

.

’
*
»
A
%
7
.
N

Q oy .

ERIC A
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ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS

- VERIFICATION 1TeM

s

A. Plesse show me
‘the (document/
paper) you have
to (verify/prove)
this,

8, What (document/
paper) was used
when the a3oplica-

fon form was
filled out?

C. (PRCBE): How did you fiqure
out the answer to this quest:on?

.

Q.25 (18)
Of that number,
- . | how many will be
in college or
other schools
beyond the high
- school level
between July 1,
.| 1980 and June 30,
19817 \Include
+ | yourself and any-
one else who will
1-be eorolled at
least half-time.

y N=2568
X=1.4
NUMBER
N/ADP.......2
i» SRS
M.

IRy

AN

PR R A
S

N
2N
i
7

% "
St LN
¥ /\u%
e S
e
PR L VOO o TR :’%3}’&,‘?‘
o 2 A

e
M«‘:

X e ¥

R, Y +

SY U.Q%:

VPPV &

bt SO 4 RS

?f‘f § o
<5

T

3
e
S i o

S

Jcomwantss .

- C.26 (21)

The next few

. questions” refer .
. to items on
your (or your
spouse's) -
Federal Income
Tax Return(s).
Have you (or
your spouse)
filed 8 U.S,
Income Tax
Form for
1975

pa—_

' YES (I/WE) %
(ILED. 66,9
NO..... 9, 60.35)
K...n 0. 10.35)
MA.... 0.4 7
. N/app.272.9

4

ERIC -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -

oS
~J3
| 2




© ol ' C TR Wty
. , 12w SR Tex o

.
N . <

ASK OF: AL DEPENDENT RARENTS

] ~ " lA. Please show me 8': Wha\t.‘ (decument/ - |C."(PROBE): How did you figure. i
the (document/ ¢ pmer)\ns used out the anawer to this question?
VERIFICATION ITEM paper) you have when the applica- )
y to (verify/prove) tion formwas . : .
' ‘ this. filled out?. R
27 (22) A CoMENTS:
When the ‘sppli-. ¥ . )
cation form was N
T filled out, were - . i
the figures you
used from a ‘
) completed 1979 .
©o U.S. Income Tax }
Return or were
they estipated? ;
- (80TH) COM- 3 ,
PLETED.,..5L. 1 .
(80TH). ESTI- |3 ) e "
" MATED.....11.7 f |
“ONE BSTI-
v ﬂATED,« ONE
. " coMPLETED. 0.5 -
. DK.veeeennas 305 e
PR I VAU ' ’
e N/APP.....33.1 o )
INTERVIEWE!Q: IF TWO TAX R;TURNS MAXE SURE YOU GET INFORMATION FROM 80TH WHEN YOU ASK ANY
. - ‘ QUESTION RELATING TO THE TAXJRQTURNS. . . ) . F
2 ' ~ , . . ] . . i T %
.. Q.28 (23) NO DOCUMENTATION]3, 2| ceceeecees 3 (PR) [PROBE: . <5 .
Mhat s the total|1060 - LINE.7... 8.5| .,........ 9.  |Remembered/knew........ 6.2
number of exemp- |1080A - LINE . 2.5| .......... 3. '|Bstimated/Guessed...... :1.0-
tions you (or  |1080: < LINE %'¢- . : Consulted Profes- /
S your speuse) | WORKSHEET.....30.5 .......... 29 gég‘,‘il 03
M a .| claimed on your {1040A - LINE 6 - - . sresoeesenene ‘
. | 1979 u.s. Incone | womsHeEET..... 9:9] ..........1l. NA...covoeanennaecense 0.5
. “ | Tax Return(s)? QTHER (SPECIFY) 7 - N/APP.v.eoscescscsasess 91,9
< s . , 0.7{ - . 4. . )
; n2s39 |
i X=4.5) LEFT TT AR, O¢ | Toonnnnnn, Or  PRRENTS:
: co— : * looN'T KNOW. ..... 3-9 i y : \
.o N R} sosecsssbes UsTleosocesas Lo ° -
L »?}Aﬁtlﬁ?i‘““) N/APB... 1 0133.6 0eeennl330 ‘
A eesc o0 . . . s \
33.0 . : . )




"ASK F: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS

- . q ‘ A. Please show me B. What (document/ |[C. (PROBE): How did yo,u figure
. o EE . the (document/ paper) was used out the answer to this question?
VERIFICATION ITEM | paoer} you have , when the applica-
. o to (verify/prove) tion form was '

this. filled out? : N

. z v

: 3 %
Q.29 (24) NO DOCUMENTATION, 6-4]........ 5.(eR)

What was the 1060 - LINE 31, 8.8], ... .. 10.

adjusted gross .. |1040A - LINE 11., 2.4........ 3.

. income you (or 1040 - LINE 31 - . - ;

. your spouse) “WORKSHEET.....30.9%. ..., 28, J8lonal./iiueleiinnene. O

‘reported on the 1040A - LINE 11 - - . Don't Know. ..oeveeann, 8

4

| 1913 U.s. Income |+ woRKsHEET...... 940 . 11 MRl
T‘x Return? OTHER (spgc[n) o N/APP.................g .

-

-

I3

/)

3 6
N=2363 “ILEFT IT BLANK.... 0. [oovvenns O COMMENTS::
X=15,462 DON'T KNOW.uuuoes 0, Jovevenes 3. .
: Nt e vteeesemendsl 1
/ $ N/APP.........38 3
AMOUNT g .
oK. .5. 08.298)

N/APP..33.0 . .| : ‘

. J . - ‘
- . N ~ ~
', .
P
- . .
. W \ -

‘ r
pa
‘ - ° «
Q.30 (28) « {COMMENTS:
Does that -amaunt ’
include earnings .
from any student . )
financial ard : .
programs? .
. ! g ¥ -4
e <, o oy N
- [ ¢ hd LY
- < > . ~ < ~
Y . v ‘. < e s . ‘ , IS
* . ) : . > ¢ v .y :,’/‘ W'
% S x E- . .
4 . el . - .
YES.ituens 0.2 . . ‘ » srve = 7
NG 65.7 | ; M
NOrereeee B3P R a8 i o 2l 2
N 0 7 ® - ;" Faen D LAV N LA R » -
. SRR . 0 §4 {»\ - :”;')L;L‘;’:wvl .”}
- M S% B WA A IR , .
C ML 02 e e e E S A2
LR £ >e P ] A N R
-, |N/APP.s. 33.1 JNERE LRt U Soh ' S
- B PN 5,' '«zi\: . D R Ey
. wreo. Sy e .
“ , .
. 1 Y -
f ’ - 5o - N
. .
. N . - - °
3 . . . .
R \ . R |
3 - . -
R c W . . '
&
- . ~ M .
E
I .hi
» “4
+ . < . 4
= 1

. . . . N r)
Q £ 7

. 7Y .
ERIC- 7, b v L .

& X .
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ASK OF:

ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS

o

VERIFICATION ITEM

A. Please show me
the (document/
paocer) you have
to (verify/prove)

- this.

8. wWhat (document/

paper) was used
when the applica-
tion form was
fiNed out?,

. (PRbBE):

How did you figure

out the answer to this question?

%

<

Q.31 (25) NO DOCUMENTATION. 6.3 |........ 6.(PR) |PROBE:
How mJch U.S. 1080 - LINE 47...8.1 | . ...... 9. Remembered/Knew....... 1.2
{ncome tax was 1040A - LINE 14a. 2.2 |s....... 3. Estimated/Guessed..... 3.1
paid by you {and 1040 - LINE 47 - N Consulted Profes-
| your spolss) for. WORKSHEET......"27.6]........ 26 sional....eeeeeeenness 0.2
19797 1040A - LINE 14a . DontKnow 5
’ . WORKSHEET...... 8.41........ no. AN e eereesssessccnncee 5
12 - § S : N/APP9 )
NOTARIZED STATE- £ -
L O ¢ T ¢ :
OTHER (SPECIFY) | COMMENTS:
o 4.1< . 4,
N=2285 LEFT IT BLANK.... 0. }........” O.
%=1,430 oori TKNOW....... O.1}........ 4.
cecereeness 0.4)....... 1.
$” i/A@E........ 40.2]..00u.. . 330w
~ AMOUNT -
OK .~ (Q.318
7. )
<" | N/APP..... . .
<33. ) :
032 (29) i coments:
DSes that amount
include taxes
. b gJ(»
.paid on earnings @ /V ,‘é,,,%**’ izﬁ?@
4 from any student 2 T LTI ot
. . ‘ bR "X 4 5.;1*}-3( ,“f K&
. | financial atd \:_,»fs ¢,,$u ,»m FeEd 8
;"proqrm‘? ’ °

r.
i

YES. . e0u:
NO...coves
DK.--,.:.Q(‘
' PR

0.
65.
0

00~ W

0
N/AFP.. ... 33

A »4&‘;;,},‘ M{
M’ﬁ% < i&‘ "*"«,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
¢

. . . . - b9 & £on
a
. . i .
Be sure to/t.ell me ifi ym? had any .trouble with any item when the grant application was filled out.
* > - L} . n * .
. - .t » I
. k . . — 5
\ \ Y
' . v -
O ) ’ KN '
: \ : ro0 .
1IC ] e . 77 -
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ASK OF:

ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS

VERIFICATION ITEM

A. Please show me
the {document/
psper) you have

B. What {document/

paper) was used
when the applica-

. (PROBE): How did you figure
out the snswer to this question?

A
to (verify/prove) tion form was
this. filled out?
R T T "
e Ty S :
R SR NS S s
Qo}} (25) ¢ «',?.;;’ %:&%%3%%;@13:% COMMENTS:
Did you itemize ;ﬁff;%;g;ggggk Nt o .
| deduct tons on %€ Q%&%ﬂ"g@&{ vy ’ . -
At P g N Sk TRRL s -~
your 1979 U.S. . PRl AR e *ﬁ B @R
2 kv e 3‘1«“' IR g pe Y .
Income Tax Return? ’"’%‘%v,&'iii‘”%’igﬁi “;:g:ﬁ o e
% L R AN e I Mo ¢S
£s...30.9 e Al SR '
vEs...30. : SR R R .
ND....34.7(0.35) | A %"fyﬁg,ﬁ*wgg AR
¥ A A RSP AN '«'».‘;
OK.... L.2¢Q.35) " [ 548 ¢ A N R TR S R ‘g_
4 > ) {%, e ggw?ggé y&:\%g:?&g% 2 -
5 At S CY SN
N/APP. st ”:/x&-‘ ¢ t&’gz\gg"&ﬁ%"‘f?«s;'\:rti(&"?}:f‘
33.1 D RO At s s
R e
DY BRANN &‘,&;;’\’,‘ NN SIS

D

« Q.34 (26)
what was the total
amount of {temized
deductions for you
(or your spouse)
on your 1579 U.S.
Income Tax Return?

N=1017
%=5,323

N/APP....... 73.

NO DOCUMEN-
TATION.......
1040 - SCHED.
A - LINE 39,. 4.8
1060 - SCHED.
A - LINE 39 -
WORKSHEET . ...
NOTARIZED
STATEMENT....
OTHER (SPECIFY)

1.4

18.0

0.1

2.0

LEFT 1T BLANK.." 0.
DON'T KNOW..... 0.
MA:iieoeoooo 0.2

veeeeenss 31 PRy
5.1

16.8

C0sssssne

Estimated/Guessed......
Consulted Profes-
ST} o=} I A

N/APP. «ovveevvennnnssnans

[ok. 4. (Q.3s8) \ )
N/APP. ... '
: 69. ' >
6.. ‘ - .
'._v, R
& - \ . oz u
. )

Q \

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

re
~Jd

K




ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS

YERIFICATION ITEM

A. Please show me
the {document/
paper) you Kave
to (verify/prove)
this.

B. what (document/
< paper) was used
when the applica-
tion form was
filled out?

C. (PROBE}: How c1d you figure
out the answer to this question?

Q.35 (28) NO DOCUMEN- g g - PROBE 1 3
“Next, we need to TATION....215. | vveeneeen1Q. [PR) embered/Knew. ....... 5.7
determine your 1040 - LINE 8 ‘ Bstimated/Guessed...... 2.6
total income during (13 & 19)... 6. Y B Consulted Profes-
1979, What was 10608 < LINE 7 20 | veuvennan 2. sional.........h..ee0en 001
your 1979 income | W-2 FORMS:....17. | .........17. pon't Know......ouevees 0.3
earned from work? | 1099 FORMS.... 0. | vovevenn. O. NAcieoeeeennnnnneeeesss 0.9
Ifyouo'ned. 1040 - LINE 8 ; \]/APP...........-...... 90.5
farm or business, (13 & 19) -
also include WORKSHEET. .. 19. SRR £-
income from that. 1040A - LINE<7 6 o
WORKSHEET... 6. | ......... 8. N
N=2782 NOTARIZED ‘ COMMENTS:
X=10,088 sTatement... 0. | ......... O.
OTHER (SPECIFY.
% .
NONE. 13, 5. 5.
DK.. 4, (Q.358)| LEFT IT BLANK.. Q. AP I .
NA...1L. DON'T KNOW..... 0. .
N/APP..... MAeeeionenee 3¢ boveoen. 4o '
23.. N/APP.......27. |....... 23. .
Q.36 {28) NO DOCUMEN- PROBE : %
(1F MARRIED WHEN TATION......10. veeeesess 7. (PR), | Remembered/Knew. .. 5.877. 7 T
APPLICATION FILLED | 1040 - LINE 8 - Estimated/Guessed. 1. GARD., S
OUT, ASK:) What (13 & 19)....3- ceesensis 2o Consulted Profes- ,i ’ 51 e
was your. soouse's 1040A - LINE 7. 1. ceceeeses = sional....eeoe... 0.k+ 104 L1, 12%
1979 income w-2 FORMS.....44« | .........14. - |Don't Know....... 0.3
earfed from work? 1099 FORMS..... O- veveeeses Yo MA..eveoeeahaaaas 0.5
If (he/she) owned | 1040 - LINE 8 N/APP.....J ...... 92.6
a business or” (138 19) - . . g
farm, also WORKSHEET.... 9. | voeervees 9 )
ihclude income 1040A - LINE 7 \‘\
from that. WORKSHEET. ... 2. Z 3.
NOTAR
N=1750 suitz:igm....o- U B COMMENTS: ' ‘
X=5,563 OTHER (SPECIFY)
s .
R ' - 3. 2. .
None. 19. LEFT IT Bawk..0- | ......... L. g
K.. 3+ Q.368)| DON'T KNOWawrn. Oe | vvoonnin: 3¢ .
N/Ap?é'l"'_ MAeeerenees do dfoneeennns5e
) .N/APP......54d ieeeeeeea.adl. )
- . - ¢
. — d g -
N l i 07’ ) -
- - LT : A




ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PAREP;TS

>

)

A. Please show me 8. What {document/ |C. (PROBE): How did you figure
) the (document/ paper) was used out the answer té this question?
VERIFICATION ITEM paper) you have when the applica- \

lon form was
filled out?

to (verify/prove)
this. '

Q.37 (29a)
0id you (or your
spouse) or (BEOG
RECIPIENT) receive
any Social Securityf?
benefits in 19792
Also include any
amount received
\ for children under
18 years of age.

COMMENTS:

13 L
AN

=y

38+%
455
o

3
Sy

of

. "YES. 15. |
I'no.. 61.30.39)
K. 0.X0.39)
NA.. 0.4 :&“&\/“ ,.‘,,:;.: |
N/BPP...... | Eloen .
22.9 R B o
.\;’ )’%,.;‘;.', i:vw,
2.38 (29a) NO DOCUMENTATION. 6.5 ........ '§PR> o8 .

Estimated/Guessed..... 1.
Consulted Profes- .

4
SS FORM 2438..... 1-8 .. ..., L
STATEMENT FROM S¢ :
COFFICE..uvinees 3. cerereer 4.2
OTHER (SPECIFY)

What was the total
/| amount of Social
Security bene-
fits received

\,

0.1
in 19792 . - IiD];.zn't KNOW.eeveveonens gg
.N..=48x5 DON'T KNOH......‘ 0.} tevesese 2.2 N/App.................95.1
KT e 0l 05 s T %
Y - |N/APP........87.3...... 85.0 \ .
2 ‘
0K +(Q.388)
N/APP. . 85. A . .
A ( . ‘
- ) . ‘/ P .

ERIC ' i

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS

A. Please show me B. What (document/ |C. (PQ{SBE): How did you figure
’ the (document/ paper) was used ,out the answer to this gquestion?
VERIFICATION ITEM paper) you have when the applica- .
N to (verify/prove) tion form was : L .
this. filled out? .
e a AT e YA o) ’
R e A T
TR %w"«"“&w_ P REAR
0.39 (2m)  |[FEEEEEER S 2 comeEnTs: ,
Did you (or your [iiefenns v&%? w"‘i“,tfgy‘, s
ERL e R R gy
spouse) receive ,{a%{éyﬁr&gﬁ% s
any child support 1‘:”‘ Wﬁqv. i‘%&g}f"' ZS@ «z%“
.in 19797 (IF R SRR
IN DOUBT, PROBE: Paclit;
e
Nas the check 7 %gé
made out to { j;f?;&“ . )
ou?) % .
Y % %‘{,,g,g?v
ENTHI g
S - .

YES.. 5.5 o
NO... 711 (Q.&1) |75 5055
OK..t 0.} (@.a1) jaiisis

...0. S R R e s
N/APp. .. o T ey
¥ 22.9 E- AT o el

2 A e

—

1 '2‘5{

DA
NPT AR
$

. . % .
i Q.40 {2%) NO oosuuzmm;\&o veveersss2:57PR) |PROBE: )
‘ ! What was the p1vorce oecreE.. 0.8 .........0. Remenbered/Knew...... 1.6
total amount.of  |COURT ORDER..... 0.3| .........0.4 Estimated/Guessed.... 0.5
child support SEPARATION 5 - | Consulted Profes- -

received in AGREEMENT. . ... 0.2 .........0.3 Sional.eeeeescescsocs

0
19797 _ NOTARIZED . Don't Know.....ee.0.. 0.2
, STATEMENT..... 0.1 0. 7 '(7)2

OTHER (SPECIFY) . N/APP..veeeeeicesesss 9

~ -

. 0
N=188 |oo\iT KNOW...... O- | Ti....... COMMENTS:
X=2,451 7. VAR ¢ PO |
. 5.1

-0'...-..9

0
0
0.
$ 4

——

oK. L1 (q.a08) ’
N/APP..... 4
95. N
2
[ - & R -
‘ ‘- s ‘ 1 ]
’ DO
£
Q . £ -

ERIC . < | ,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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(AKX OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS

VERIFICATION ITEM

A. Pleass show mé
the {document/
papes) you have

B. What (document/

paper) was used
when the appl

*

C. (PROBE): How did you figure
out the answer to this question?

0id you {or your
$pouse) receive
any Aid to Depen-
dent Children
(ADC) or other
welfare in 19797

.

YES.... 5.6
NG.....71,0(Q.43)

OK....o 0, 1(Q.83)
NA..... 0.4
N/APP. .22.9

+5
\:}M
\
e
:‘
k

[ .""‘}

-~ to (verify/prove) tion form w
this. filled out?
&9‘4
o*’\&‘b é’%a"?‘g* ?}é’?&‘&v !
Q.47 (2%9v) %EE NQ‘ %;} N e :“;,e

Q.42 {29b)
What was the
total amou
received from ADC
or welfare in
197971{

N=184
X=2,915
s g
%
DK. 1. (Q.428)
N/APP.....
94,

NO DOCUMENTATION. 3

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
LETTER euensten 1

OTHER (SPECIFY)

_— 0
DON'T KNOW...ecew D
7. VR

5

.5

.2

cereeeneed b

| 0.2
4
4

N/APP........ 95.4......94,

@

/

i

Q

RIC
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ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS

YERIFICATION ITEM

-

A. Please show me
the {document/
paper} you have
to (verify/prove)
this.

A

B. What (&oéument/
paper) was used
when the applica-
tion form was
filled out?

C. (PROBE): How did you figure
out the answer to this question?

Q.43 (29v)
D1d you (or your
spouse) receive
veterans benefits

other than educa- .

tional benefits

in 19797 Include'

Death Pension and

£ A VEE Q&w ,3;0
o ?‘wy <
oy
“”m«@é

)“? r””
i ”%g¥s

crimsms:

Depend and o
“Indemhity en- e - -
sation (DIC)
berﬁehtg AN :
Yes... 4.1
ND...72.5 "Q.495) Ty ke 0
oK,L.. 0. 0.45)
‘.. 0.4 . .
/APP..... > .
_22.9
. »" 3
Q.44 (25b) PROBE

What was the total {NO ROCUMENTATION 2.2 »...... 1.6(pR) /Knew. ...vv..0.89
amount of veterans |VA FORM......... 0.6 ........ 0.6 Estunated/(‘uessed......o‘.s
benefits rsceived |STATEMENT, VA Don't KNOW...veovveaesa 0.1
in 19797 OFFICE.ceeussd O.é veeven.. 008 N/APP..eveeeoemeessesa38.4

. STATEMENT, VA ' .

N=150 COUNSELOR..... O+ ........0- P

X=2,081 OTHER (SPECIFY)
" 02 0.3 COMMENTS:

0% LEFT LT BLANK.. g- g-é . .
oK * J(Q.468) {DON'T KNOWonenns O+l ennnn.. O ,
N/APP....(o PRI R R I B Y 0.]....-..0.6.1 - "

96. N/APP........ 96.1.......95.9 : ,

_g“u i > - B . ) ‘Na
§ C

-~




ASK OF: ALL OEPENDENT PARENTS

Q.45 (2%) Q.46 (2%)
Did you (or your spouse) receive or ¥hat was the total vt N
earn any other . income in 1979 that we amount receiveﬂ from ‘-ﬂf* CPn

. . g7 S S
haven't already talked about, such as:  \IF YES—3>| (SOURCE) in 19797 | ;:;,cw\ . NO

(LI
gv S

L

RES i"mwffﬁ%
e %

A
«;3,: J‘w o im?‘ v»e\',\&’%{ Srndid

Unemployment compensation?....... ' s X=1,0797
. : _ g2 v

Interest on tax-fres bonds?......£3. | ! s _X=947
. i “N=IT

2. Untaxed portior of pensions and
capital gaind?..ccecccoesncecsace
‘ .

14

Living and housing allowances?...

Earnings from work not reported
on a8 U.S. tax retutn?ececececeee

Any other income? (SPECIFY)

' (IF NECESSARY:) Any other income’
. (SPECIFY) -

<
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ASK OF:

ALL OEPENDENT PARENTS

VERIFICATION 1TEM

Please show me
the (document/
peper) you have
to (verify/prove)
this. : )

»

8. Wnat {document/
paper)-was used
when the applica-
tion form was
filled out?

C. (PROBE):

K]
How did you figure

out the answer to this question?

Be sure to tell me if you had any trouble

Q.47 (30)
Did you (or your
spouse) pay any
medical or dental
‘expenses in 19797

Do not include
amounts covered by
insurance or the
cost\ff insurance
premiums.

vgs..57.5

no.. 18

o®... 1.Q
NA. .. 0.4

N/APP...."
22.9,

Y R et
LB A i
. :Si"‘f:’:\sikﬁif\ i ;’}'

s

W «

" Q.48 (30)
| What was the total

© { smodnt you {or

yout spouse) paid
in 1979?

~

N=1915
=787

-
A

: :
R T — 3 ,
ox 7.  (Q.488)"
-N/APP.....

2.

NO DOCUMENTATION.
1040 < SCHEDULE A
LINES 2 & 6 (a,
band €)ieeeasy 16.
CANCELLED CHEOXS. 8.
2.

16.

CASH RECEIPIS....

STATEMENT FROM

* DR/HOSPITAL....

OTHER {SPECIFY)-
F

6»..:...12“.197(PR)

2. .14.6
800000110 N
9......4.4

}......3.7 |

LEET {7 BLANK....
DON'.T KNOWeveo s
N/APP. .. eee.. 4
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ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS

VERIFICATION ITEM

A. Please show me
the (document/
paper) you have
to (verify/prove)

v

8. What (document/
paper) was used
when the applica-
tion form was

C. (PROBE):

How did you figure

out the answer to this question?

this, filled out?
x,ﬁ“z ey .M,ﬁ" 7L > *\%ﬁa\ 2 .'gf‘ ¢
0.49 (31) g:j‘gif;“«% i “&wﬁsi‘:‘;ﬁ o Q&‘&w f:%f COMENTS:
Did you (oryour % %,{; % a«f k)?« e&i»\ ‘gg.;gﬁ%%ﬁ
spouse) pay for |t SUEDER é e
element ary, Junior i;.v:g % ; "';
high, or high ‘,,,; £
school tuition for Pei’iics “% .
childten‘ in your 31 N «
household 1n 19797 Sl
Don't include any
tuition paid for '
(BEOG RECIPIENT). MWA B
.. % - 55 o
YFS.. 9.3 T
NO...67.1 (g.s1) . )
OK... 0.2 ¢0.51)
NA.. 0.4
N/APP. ..., e
22.9
2.50 (31) "% 3 PROBE : . i3
“hat was the total |NO DOCUMENTATION 3+7 | ........ 234 pR) : /Knew...... 1.3
amoGRt you (or  «[CANCELLED CHEks 2-3 | ........ 2.6 Estimated/Guessed.... 0.9
your 3pouse) CasH RECEIPTS... 0.4 .. ..... 0.5 Consulted Profes-
paid in 19797 STATEMENT FROM sional.....ac....... 0.
SCHOOL......... 19| ... 2.2 pon't Knw..........- 0.1
m331 OTHER (SPECIFY) » m.................. 0-.1
¢ %821 —_— N/APP.......cuveen. 97.6
—3 = 0.3| T 0.3
ok 1. (gs08) |LEFT (T BAw&.. 0s [ T.......0.3 COMMENTS:
| N/APP. . ... DON'T KNOW...... O | ........ 037
91, M. eeeeeee. 0.1 el 0.3 ‘ .
) N/APP.......91.3}.......90.7 :
.-, )
! ’ .
o ) S Qe 3 )
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ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS
A v

VERIFICATION ITEM

3

A. Plesse show me
the {document/
paper) you have
to (verify/prove)
this.

B. What (document/
paper) was used -
when the appixca-.
tion form was
filled out?

(C. (PROBE):

How did you figure

out the answer to this question?’

N

During the next series of questions, I'm going to ask you to give me the amount of

certain items when the application form was filled out on *(DATE FROM LABEL).

Q.51 (38) 3 \ PROBE: g .
When the applica-  [NO DOCUMENTATION 16.2........10,5(PR) | Remembered/Knew....... 2.5
tion was filled BANK BOOKS...... 17.7........21.7 - |Estimated/Guessed..... 6.1
out, what was the [BANK STATEMENTS. 12.7........13.9 .’} Consulted Profes- -
amount of your OTHER (SPECIFY) 4 - ‘sional....eeeeennnaas. 0.2
{or you% spouse's) , > | Don't Know............ 0.6
savings and , 1.6 2.6 7 VA P I ¢
checking accounts, (LEFT IT &AMK..., 0.1, ...... 0.5 N/APP..vivessivenenees89.5
excludang any DON'T KNOW...... 0.1........'5.8 . e
amounts received (MAc..iceee.... 0.6 ...... 1.8 =)
fron ecucational ~ N/APP......... 510 ...1..43:2 COMENTS: RSV
logns or grants? , ‘ .

- s N\ . .
N=2647 g N

%1,313 B syl |
NONE 20, (0Q.52) / :
oK.. 7. (Q.518) . an

\ ; J N a .

0.5 34) ,‘f
When thilapplica-
tion wad filled

out, how much cas?-- S

not in savings or

0

-
checking accountg-- . ”
did you {or you s
spouse) have?- . .
Exclude any . (
| amounts_receiied ¢ .
- - -
ROPES O TV A I . ’
I v -
S AN -
S A NG H . - ]
.‘4;{}:‘3.; ~y :‘ s.:;‘s‘
Mt A N D, N
N St e
s ) ) - ~
R ¢
PRI I )
P Qo
S8 R
. : see
* . . N .
i '. ? - ° -
. X ' . .
. . ‘
-
. PRI S - . . N‘j
1 T . - \ A: W) ; . ro . . )<'
7 N . . ,
\ & T - -
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MA... 0.4 : . y
N/APP22.9 b e O
: . ARG o R RG
’ . Q.54 (35) ° . ¥ PROBE : * ’ %
What was your (or |NG DDCUMENTATION. 27. Remembered/Knew...... 10.6
your ‘Spouse’s) APPRAISAL........ 1. Estimated/Guessed.... 32.7
home worth when STATEMENT FROM . Consulted Profes-
. the &pplication LOCAL REAL sional....eeveinnnaa. © 2.5
was filled out? ESTATE OFFFCE.. L. |....... 2. PR) Don't KNow.....eoeee. * 3.1
: TAX ASSESSEMENT 7. W A S 3 |
N=1889 FORMS.......oen 1301000000020 pRY | N/APP....ieeeeennal.. 47,0
X=33,465  [PROPERTY INSURANCE 3. f....... 3o PRY oo oo
] ’3/7/_,w/~m ”('S_PEEI”)’ T . |COMMENTS: )
' 3 v 2 4. pp) - -
<{0K 3 .0.548) |LEFT IT BLANK..... 8- ereess g- PR) ' )
5 - <« |DON®® KNOW........ O«l,. ..o D¢ PR) -
wasp. oo 0L S
s N/APP..........5L.]......47. \
Q.55 (35) 2 IR " |PRoBE: . R
'What was owed 6n [N DOCUMENTATION.21.1i.......13. ¢ (PR) | Romombered e - 7.6
“the home, , |MONTHLY MORTGAGE ] . sEstimated /Guessed..... 3.8
including any STATEMENTS.....12.4[.%.~.. 14, (0.57)| Consul Profes-
! unoaid mortgages  |MORTGAGE CREDIT. N . o sional.deeeeeenennenss 0.2
"I and related debts, | STATEMENT..:... 8.9.......10. (0.57) |'Don't ¥noW....eve.on.. - 0.5
when the appli- COPY OF STATEMENT . R 7 O 0.8
‘cation was fillsd OF LOANS ON: - : “ N/APR.iiveeeeerennannss 87.1
out? PROPERTY,...... 3.90..0iees 40 (@513 | & 7 '
PURCHASE CONTRACT = [ueves,e (Q.57)
: Loa7 * |CANCELLED CHECXS DR ) v\
N= RECEIPTS FOR -
%=13,537 | somcae, , |conts:
$ " PAYMENTS....... L.4[, ... 1. (a7 N\ ;
‘ CTHER (SPECIFY) -
. .| NONE ,13- : _ '
Ko 2, : 2.6 3. (Q.s7) . .
1/APP 47. LEFT 17T BLANK.... O |....... O (a5
O T DK 0:3]. s yee 2+ (0.57)
cerenennrana 6lLUNL 2 )
N/APP........,47." .. ... 47, ' .
. . * ; * : 7
Q ' . .
« o )
. 2ge

-

ASK WDWRENLS/

VERIFICATION ITEM

A. Please show me
the (document/
" peper) you have .
to (verify/prove)
“this.

B. What (docunen‘t/
peper) was used

tion form was
filled out?

when the applica~

C. (PROSE}: How did you figure
out the answer to this question?

Vd

Q.53 (35)
D1d you. (or your
spouse)} own a
home when ‘the
application wes
filled out?

. %

YES. 53.0
| NC.. 23;7(0.56)




3 B o -
1 tl
14
" IASK OF: ALL. DEPENDENT PARENTS
) ~\ - . ’
L 'A. Please show me B. What (document/ {C. (PROBE): How did you figurs
, the (document/ paper) was used out the answe,to this question?
’ VERIFICATION ITEM . paper) you have when the applica- . ’ ‘
T to (verify/prove) tion form was t ..
this. * filled out? . )
> v N - ! : M
R v - ) _ )\\&y“ﬂg& E <
: YR ‘
Q.56 (35) L B -
Do you have any-  |RENT RECEIPTS.... /-8 ¢
. thing to prove LEASE AGREEMENTS. 2+9 . .
: that you (and ' |CANCELLED CHECXS. 3+1 .
. your spouse) do 1040 - SCHEDULE' A : .
not own a home, LINE 17 = 0.... 0:2 - 1
such as rent . |GTHER (SPEw’CIFY) . )
'receiphs or & > . -
lease? * b} ' A .
% ] . )
ves 14.5 . .
No. 9-2(0.57)\ N/APP.--------g . \ . i [
® o0 0 . . < Y .
. . N/APP75.9 U '_15,,.,- ;
- e T - L
! . » . - N
Q.57 (38) . . e
¥hen the appii- . _
. cation was filled %
= | out, did you (or e .
.o, your spouse) have 2 i
.investments and/or S R P T v 2 ks
. . g I “f'?fyﬁvif)ﬁ:”’:,"*;‘ s
other real sstate? PRI O SN 37 S R )
Investments includef ‘o7 cos
. . trust funds, 3 ] ) .
stocks, bonds, and’ . )
otheg%securities. o
-| ves10.9 N N - .
' N0.65. 4 (q.60) t
g |0k, 0.3(q,60)
NA..0.4 . . I
~ SR R \ '
A & L - Pt PR
' ~ ‘r
. < ' ; : )
¢ - ’ ' s ’
: ‘ ¥ 1
¢ ' ' [o . ~ 3 \,]
O ‘ . - » . .
ERIC ™ .
- .
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' (r K m TR
’ . ol St wE [ [y
) . O ‘ "ASK OF: AL’ DEPENDENT PARENTS
! .
. " |A..Please show me C. (PROBE): How did you figure
' . the (document/ out the answer to this question?|
. | VERIFICATION ITEM |  paper) you have . v
N - .' to (verify/prove) ) !
' “ this. . s
' 0.58 (36) : ‘ $ PROBE : . %
W¥hat was the total: [ND'DOCUMENTATION..S. Remembered/Knew. . . . ... 1.0
\ value of your (or '{PURCHASE. CONTRACTSO. L....... 1 Estimated/Guessed..... 2.4}
-, your: spouse's) sm’rsusm FROM REAL . - Consulted Profes- . .
** . | investments ahd/or | ESTATE AGENT....l. ‘..'.f....O 'sional...i.eeienennnn.. 0.1
.. |-otheforeal estate |[STATEMENT FROM = . Don't KNOW..eussivens 042
) when the sppli- STOCX BROKER....Ll. . :i... 1. -* -« NZ& 0.1
- ‘\ Cation m fillsd |PROPERTY INSURANCE G heesslon g N/APR... Sesreedanim.. 96.3
AR T R {otder (specIrFy) .
° . ~ L . R . %
P 3. 4, v
N ©o.jersrfecaw.....0. [TOUTT0. o (FOMENTS:
o © N=383 ¢ fponT KNOW........0. |....... L
¢ | %=15,940 - |N/APP........90.........89. ‘ y
) § : o ot s -
T'_ ' - ! . .
o ok -t (q.5em) - .
~ 7 WL : { \ s
) 89. t 5|
: ¢ ’ .
.59 (36) IR i PROBE ; 3
How much was owed |NO DOCUMENTATION.. OS¢ |........ 4. ;pr) | Remembered/Knew....... 2.5
on'these invest-  |STATEMENT FROM Estimated/Guessed..... 0.6
ments and/or real | MORTGAGE COMPANY 1. |eeue... 1. Consulted Profes- - ¢
estats~when the  [STATEMENT FROM - ° | siomaly....coeeeeenee O
~ - | app1lication was "BROKER. e veeenns Ouleveeenes Q. Don't Know............ 0.2
',1 filled out?; v PURCHAS_E‘CUNTRACT. 0. |eveesees O, 7 P | Y
> ‘,"'4/'- - OTHER (SPECIFY) e , N/APP. . vviiernneennesss96.2
2 3.- .
' N=402 LEFT 1T BLANK...0. 0. ].0ronnns O.- s
X=7,339 oot KNOW. .o, 1Y 1 P COMENTS:
$ N eeevenneneee290d,einnn2,
- $ .,  N/APP.........:89.J......89.
i | NONE 7, ..
| 0K.. . 0. Y0.598) .
N/APP....: - . '
A 89. l !
+
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) \ ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS
) ! . ’ .
A, Please show me 8. What (document/ - [C. (PROBE}: How did you figure

VERIFICATION ITEM

the (documént/
paper) you hav®
to (verify/prove)
this.

paper) was used
when the applica-
tion form was -
filled out?

out the answer to this question?

Q.60 (37)
.¥hen the appli--
cation was filled
out, did you {or
your spouse)
own & business?

.

YES. 7.6 .
ND..69.0(Q.63)
DK.. 0.1(0Q.63)
NA.. 0.4 :
N/APP.....
22.9

X

ey
3 \o\: 5}%
“g\:&w 's\?_ﬁ\

Ok

4

L X EORE IR
TREY
PR

(PP SR S AR Tx T el 5% K2R
PR SES T R
“? RIOWAI N V:E%é:s »':\3:‘ s‘\ CORI ;‘( il w“}/’ ($ Al

8 v

Q.61 (37)
What was tihe value
of (your spouse's
or) your (or

.|STATEMENT- FROM

%
NO DOCUMENTATION..3.9

REAL ESTATE

%
3 (pR)

PROBE: ¢
Estimated/Guessed....
Consulted Profes-

your share of OFFICE...vne.e 00 huiiin, 001 sional.........ceoees 0.1
the) business(es} |PURCHASE AGREEMENTG [...vevev .2 Don't Know........... 0.2
when the appli- | INVENTORY ASSESS- « - : MA...ofeofbniieeene. 0.2
cation was MENT.. ..0000000.4 IR 0.8 N/APP"""""""" 96'7
filled out? PROPERTY INSURANCE().] |eevesves 0.2,
' OTHER (SPECIFY) ‘
COMMENTS:
N=217 - 0.8 1.0
X=22,341 LEFT IT BLANK....oQ, |froveeees 0.5
_ DON'T KNOW.eeveasaQ, Jooeeres 1.3

s __ - MR, veeenpeees.0u1).uz.. 0.3

3 N/APP.......».94.3}.....92.4
DK: 2, 1.0Q.618) - e '
N/APP.....

92. )

- = ‘
v * J
/ ' . .
0 ) .‘ .
‘! &U.L - « -

. »




. ASX OF:

ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS

VERIFICATION ITEM

A, Please show me
the (document/
paper)’ you have
to (verify/prove)
this. )

-

What (document/
Paper) was used
when the asplica-
tion form was
filled out?

C. {PROBE):

How did you figure
out the answer to this question?

Q.52 (37)
What was the total
> amount of (your
spouse's or) your
(or your sharefof)
hhortgages or
related debts for
which your busi-
ness(es) -(was
were) used as
collateral?

~

‘ N=251
X=9,479

$

%
NONE. 4.

oK... 1.

N/APP....
92.

(2.628)

-

.|} BUSINESS........0.5

3

NO DOCUMENTATION..4.]
COPY OF MIRTGAGE
STATEMENT.......0.4
COPY OF STATEMENTS
OF LOANS AGAINST

OTHER (SPECIFY)

%
teeseee. 3,0 FR)

B « Y

vereenss 0.8

”

-3

0
LEFT IT BLAMK,....0,1|
DON'T KNOW........0.
NA..eeveeenss 1.

3

2
N/APP........93.4

PROBE :

Estimated/Guessed......
Consulted Profes~

Sional....eveeeeennnnnn.
DON't KNOW.eeeeeneeonsnn

O

N/APP. . uiiiinnennnna9

COMMENTS:

Q.63 (37)
When the appli-
cation was
filled out, did
you (or your
spouse} own a
farm?

ves,3:5 -

ne. 73+ Liaox 4)
DK..™* ~(BOX 4)

* < { NA......0.4
~ N/APP..22.9 .

.y

COMMENTS:

- ERIC  ~

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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3 . )
¢ ) ' -
. BN v,
’ e o CARD 1 .t
T > : Jeiel U
.. a0 11 12.14 -
' DGR SO
{ : = .
~ 4 R - 4
\ X - ‘ . ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS ,
. L. . ~
A - [A~ Please show me B. What (document/ {C. (PROBE): How did you figure
' | - . * the (document/  peper) was used | out the answer to this question?.
s VERIFICATION ITEM paper) .you have when the applica- . . ’ .
. % to (verify/prove) {‘ tion form was v
. this. - .| - filled out? -
Q.66 (37) ‘ 3 3 PROBE: Y
What was the value |NO,DOCUMENTATION, 1.6 }.......1.5 (pPr) |Remembered/Knew....... 0.2
of (your spouse’'s  [STATEMENT FROM , Estimated/Guessed.... 1.1
. or) your (or your REAL ESTATE o Consulted Profes-
share of the) _ . | OFFICE.........0-3 |..,....0.3 sional..i..eevveeen.. Ol
o farm(s) wnen the(  |COPY OF OWNERSH]P — . |Don't Know........... 0.1
application wis | AGREEMENT..... 0.1 ]........0.1 MAiieereneennaseeenes 0.1
- | filled out? STATEMENT OF ' . N/APP 98.‘5
- ' . INVENTORY..... 0. [.......0 - -
- §=5(1st66 |PROPERTY TNSURANCR),  [ovvevnen, :
o ‘ OTHEE? (SPECIFY) COMMENTS: .
. r *
L — 0.9 0.9 : .
: 3 . ¥ LEFTIT BUANK... g, “fheeeeenenl,
DK. 1., 10.64B) .|DON'T KNOW....eeo Q. . foeveeeee0.3 "
: ‘ MA.......g.. 0.1 f..... 0.2
- .- [N/APP....... N/APP......, 97.1 }.....96.5- - ’ ,
. 9%. . . * .- e
0.65 (37) . : i, ; i 5 PROBE : , 3
¥hat was the NO DOCUMENTATION.. 0°5 veceiese —°“ PR) |Remembéred/Knew....t.. 0.7
- amount of (your |moRTGAGE STATEMENT V7). ...... 0.5 |Estimated/Guessed..... 0.3
spouse‘s or) COPY OF QUTSTANDINC Consulted Profes-
your (or your 1 LOANS OR pEBTS:.0.5}........ 0.5 lsional..ceeeeeesennees 0. -
share of) mort- OTHER (SPECIFY) * Don't KnOW.e.vveeaeees 0.1
* gqgeéor rglated ~ ! NA.ceeeeeeeneenanasnsss 0.1
debts for whach . |—~J 0.2 0.4 N/APP{':.......z........ 98.8
oy your farm(s) LEFT IT BLANK.....O0. }........ 0.2 » '
« | (wasékere) used -~ |DON'T KNOW........0. }........ 0.3
R B_COIIBCGP&I? NA.....-.......O.4 .......0.4 . ' )
: : N/APP.........96.7}.....,96.5 |COMENTS:
—mu? . *
X=38,158 .
v s ————— N
. Ly - - .
NONE. 7, . . e . 5 .
-foK... 0, {0.658) \ .
i N N‘/APP.\. coe R = . T. . IS Te s
T 9. )
t . . . -
) ’ - ¢ , R i .
: O ) . ‘ ’
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VALIDATION

/

] ¢ Documen—
SZR Variable tation

\

Document
Source

Document
Value

1. Citizenship

=

1.5%Yes
* 98.2 No
. ‘0.2 NA .

0.2% Birth Certificate

0
0
0

.7

Baptismal Certificate
Passport - . B
Certificate of
Citizenship
Form 1-151 (Alien
Reg. Receipt Card)
*INS Approval Notice
or Statement of
Intent
Arrival-Departure
Record (I-94)
"Other:

N/APP

1.4 7%
0.04
98.6

Yes
No
N/APP

-

with Parents 25.6%ZYes
74.3 No
0.1 NA

0% Cash Receipts

0
0
0
8

Canceled Checks
Mortgage Note-~
Mortgage Statement
Notarized Statement
from parents
Validation Form
Iten #

Other:

N/APP

18.0% Yes
7.6 .Na
74.5 N/APP

Live with Parents 24.7%Yes
1980 75.2 No
0.1 NA

0% Cash Receipts

Lease Agreements
Canceled Checks
Mortgage Note :
Mortgage Statement
Notarized Statement
from parents
Validation Form
Item #

Other:

N/APP

17.0%
7.6
75.4

Yes
No
N/APP




\“

<

\

" Documen- Document . Doctiment
SER Variable tation Source Value:
= 3
i, Tax Exemption 1979 34.0%ves | 11. 1%21040-Line 6c 23.5% Yes
., 65.8 No 4.1 1040A-Line 5¢ S+ j10.4  No
0.1 NA 0 1979 State Tax Form [66.0- N/APP o
- 1.3 Notarized Statement
fron parents ;
13.4 Validation Form
- : Itea # |
3.9 Other: ' :
. > 66.1 N/APP
. $750 Support 1979 23.9%Yes 07%Deeds . 1’1'.77. Yes
. 76.0 No 0 Title Transfers 12.2 No
0.1 NA 0 Canceled Checks 76.1 N/APP
' / 1.7, Notarized Statement
¢ from parents
21.2 validatidn Form
) Iten #
1- 1 Other:- °
76.1 N/APP
& 1
’ . . N
. §750 Support 1980 23.9%Yes 0% Deeds L1.6% Yes
- 76.0 No 0 Title Transfers 12.2° N .
0.1 NA 0 Canceled Checks 6.1 N/APP
1.6 Notarized Statement
- - from parents
. 21.2 Validation Form
o P
Item #
S
1.0 other:,
76.1 N/APP .
Household Size 335, 3Yes |11.4y 1040-Line 7 X = 3:921
64..6 NO 6.6 L040A-Line 6 ) . -
0.1 NA 0.1 Notarized Statement (N = 1604)
. o, froo parents . .
-t 12.2 Validation Form -
, Item #
) ]
' ]
4.9 Other:
064.8 E/APP
7 ’
]
290




-~

. ) Do<:umen-. Document Document -
SER Variable tation Source Value
- . . . = M )
8. No. in Post-secon—21.3%Yes ' 0%Institutional Comm. % = 1.549
dary Education 78.5 No D.1 Notarized Statement )
0.2 NA from parents - o
- "+ |20.4 validation Form - (N = 964)
\- "* Item #
’ * .
- ~ 3 °
- 0.6 other: <
. 78.9 N/APP
.~. . ‘ N
8. Marital Status (a) ’ (b)- | (a) (b) .
(a) Parent’ 24.5%Y¥es |11,0%1040-Lines 1=5 . 1,2%| 3.97Unmarfied. 9 (6%
73.2 No 3.4 1040A~Lines 1-4 7.6 6.4 Married 2.3,
<~ 2.3 NA 7.0 Unsigned 1040 0.9 0.3 Divorced: 0.3
(b) Student 13.4%Yes 1.1 Unsigned 10404 ° 1.8 0.3 Separated 0,1
- 84.5 No - '8.1 Divorce Papers 0.1} 0.9 Widowed 0.1
2.1 NA .3 Notdrized 0.4 2.1 Cannot 0.4
. . Statement deterdine
N ‘ 1.0 validation 1.0 6.<1 N/APP 87.2
S } Item #. -
’ ) . 0.6 Other;:. 0.4 ' .
- - 75.5+N/APP —  86.5 A
»
1
1 -
'10. Nontaxable ' '
Social Security ‘
1979 8.5%Yes 2.8%SS Form 2458 X = $3,305
. 91.3 No ., 1,‘2‘ SS Office Statement .
. " 0.2 NA , - (N, = 383)
k * 4.1+ Validation oo
Item # '
' 0.4 Other: 4 .
. ~ 191.6 N/APP :
~11. Other Nontaxable 11.6%Yes 2.4% Public Assistance
Income 1979 88.3 No Statement % = $3.190
0.1 NA 0.2 Child Support — -
, \ Notarized Statement (N = 526) & -
* R 0.2 VA Awar8 Letter .
0.6 VA Office Statement ? d
7.2 Validation Form ’
) N\ Item { - -
0.8 other: N
'Y 88.6 N/APP N '
- . : X A
C R2O7 -




Y

Documen-
SER Variable

tation |

Document
L
Source

Document
Value

\/ - i x

12, &alﬁxempﬁions
19T S

‘30.5% Yes
69.4 No
0.1 NA

169.6 N/APP

12 471040-Line 7
0 1040A-Line %
g?O ‘Unsigned 1040-Line 7
1.7 Unsigned 1040A-Line 6
0.4.0ther:

31.0% Yes
68.9 No
* Q.1 NA

3Adjusted Gross
Income 1979

137

s

-~

. . . 3

12:2%1040-Line 31

8.0 1040A-Line 11 -

8.1 Unsigned 4040—L1ne 31
1k, 7.Unsigned 1040A-Line 11
0.7 Others

[69.3 N/APP

$11,966

1412)

14, - Taxes Paid 1979 = 3Q. 3J‘Yes
? / 69.6 No
0.1 NA

~

el R
11.4%1040-Line 27 ‘' )
7.6 1040A-Line l4a.
. 7.6 Unsigned 1040-Line 47
1.8 Unsigned 1040A Lipe l4a
0.4 -2 Form

\{1 +1 Notarized Statement
2 Other; )

70.6 N/APP

"15. Medical/Dental 9. 2% Yes
- 1979 . 90.7 No
* 0.1 NA

_—

5.7%1040 Schedule A-
Lines 2 & 6
Canceled Checks

Cash Receipts,
Validation Form
*Item #

0.9
0.7
0.1

L3

0.3 Statenment from
hospital doctor
1.7 Other:

' 91.&, N/APP

«




‘ ' Documen=— * Document Document
SER Variable . tation Source » Value

. Earned Income 1979
.INSTRUCTION NOTE: If parents filed joint return put flgure in Father s (a) boxes ‘and ©
enter 9 9 9 9 9 in Mother's (b) boxes. .

If married student filed jointly put flgure in Student s (c) boxes, ;
' and enter 99 9 9 9 in Spouse' s (d) boxes. .

(aYor(e). =~ . (b)or(d) (a)- Father

DEPENDENT STUDENT: . ‘ _
: . (z) Father . 17.i%ves| 8 7%1040-Line 8 * .1 X ='$15,265
. (Use ,Ist docyment source 46,7 No .5°8¢ 1040A-Line 7 .6 - (N 765)
aﬂsLer column) 36.2° NA , 5.6 Unsighed 1040- -6 1
(b) Mother © 29.2%%es | . Line & (b) Mother
(Use 2nd document soWgmce43. 4 No .3 Unsigned 1040A- $ 1 © .
answer colunn) 36.4 NA . Line 7 , . X = $7,934
<0 / .9 W-2 Fomms - 0.5 (N = 389)
'I\D"PV\D ENT STUDE\’T . . 1099«MISC |, - * ¢ N {c) Student
(¢) Studert 8~ 17y Rotarized Statemenp.] | .- - - ~,
“(Use' lst document source ~1es \falldatlon Form 0 X = 94,660
~27.0 No ) ‘ (N
answer column)

Item H

(d )} Spouse GQ‘\“‘Q‘ NA . . cz)

1.6%Yes
(Use 2nd dotumént sox.irc:e32 2 No

answer column) 2 \ .0 Other:
U .66.27 WA N/APP

.17{ Total Itemized ' 13:3%VYes .| 4, ,3% 1040 Schedule A-Line 39.
2.9

Deductlons 1979 g¢ .4 No Unsigned 1040-
. - 0. 2 NA Schedule A-Line 39

0 Notarized Statement

5.5 Other/ g

L|87.2 N/aPp " 1

€




?

—

2
-

14

- Documen= ~ Document Document
SER Variable tation Source * Value
. P “
18. Unreimbursed * 0.4% Yes 0.1% Canceled Checks ‘
. Elementary/ * 99.5 No 0.2 Cash Receipts. X = $1,126
Secondary + 0.1 NA 0.1 _Statement from School
_ -Tuition 1979 & " 0 Validation Form (N = 19)
. . Item #
-0 Other
99.6 N/APP .
19. Home Value T 0.1% Yes 0% Appraisal -
o 99.8 No 0 Statemeat from local X = $31,961
0.1 NA real estate office
\ : ‘0.1 Tax Assessment Forms , N = 4)
, 0 Other:
) 99.9 N/APP
X
20. Home Mortgage 0.04% Yes (7Monthly Mortgage
. ) 99.9 ‘No . Statement X = $31,714
0.06 NA- 0.02 Mortgage Company
Statement (Ny= 2)
o 0 Copy of Statement of ‘
"' loans on property
¢ 0 Purchase Contract,
. 0 Canceled Checks or
Receipts ,for mort=-
- gage payments (with
, amount and years)
0.02 OFher:
99.9 N/APP »
. . >
21 Investménts and 0% Yes 0%Purchase Gontracts -
Real Zgtate 99.9  No ' 0 Statement from real N/APP
Value (other 0.1 NA estate agent -
* than home) 0 Statement from stock (N = 0)
broker: -
0 Property Insurance
0 Other:
$ 1:00.0 N/APP .

P




- _SER Variable

Docunmen--
tation

Document
Source J

Docunent ’ -
Value

Investments and

\ N
'\

22. 0.02% Yes.
Real Estate 99.90 No .
y . Debts 0.08 NA
.

-

" 0%Statement from
mortgage company
Statement from broker
Purchase Contracts
Property Insurance,

Other:’

o OO

0.02

99.90 N/APP <

.(N

$18,030

1)

" 23, Cash/Savings/
Checking
Accounts

99.8 No
0.1 NA

0.1% Yes |

0.027Bank Books
0.02 Bank Statements
0.04 Other:

99.90 N/APP

Y

(N

$4,942

5)

24, 0.02% Yes
99.90 N&

0.06 NA

Business Assets

@

0%Statement from real
estate office
0 Purchase Agreements
0 Inventory Assessment
.0 Property Insurance
0.02 Other:

99.90 N/APP

(N

1$52,471

1)

-

25. Business Debts 0.049 Yes

oyCopy of “ortgage

Agreement
0.02 Statement of
, Inventory
0] Property Insurance
0.02 Other:

99.90 N/APP

99.90 No Statement X = $43,447
~ 0.06 NA 0 Copy of Statements
’ , of loans against (N = 2)
business
0.0% Other: - ]
99.90 N/APP
26. Farm Assets 0.1%Yes | 0.06%1040 Schedule F _
« 99.9 No | 0 Statement from real X = 891,055 \
0.1 Ra estate office "
0 Copy of Owmership v = 3)




t

-

- Documen- Document Document
SER Variable tation Source Value v
ZZ. Farm Debts 0.1%Yes 0.04%1040 Schedule F -
< . 99.8 No . 0 Mortgage Statement X = $38,400
0.1 NA 0 Copy of outstanding e
: 0.02 ‘loans or debts (N = 1) )
. Other: :
D9.90 N/APP ¢ //,
28. Social Security 2.0% Yes .0.9%8S Form 2458 s
Benefits per 97.9 No 0.2 SS Office Statement X = 3278
Month ) 0.1 NA 0.5 Validation Form y
(Expected 1980- - Item 7 (N = 87)
81 student only)
0.1 Other:
98.1 N/APP
3 Y
29. ~Social -Security . 1.57% Yes 0.77%5S Form 2458 ¥ = 8.9 .
Benefits—-No. 0f98.3 No 0.2 g5 Office Statement
Months 0.1 NA" 0.4 yalidation Form (N = 70)

- (Expected 1980-

. 81 student oﬁlyi[ .-

Item #

L

0.1 Other:

>

98.6 N/APP

e T ) - ===
NOTE: For this question and Qs. 30-32 use the answer column and answer boxes that

- correspond ‘to the lettered variable (a) or (b) being checked; e.g., for
VA-educational benefits use the (a) answer column and (a) answer boxes.

30. VA’ Benefits-Amount ’
: per month :
i . (a) . (b) (a)
(a) VA-tducational 0.8% yes 0.1%vA Form - 0% X = 8203
Benefits 9.0 No 0.3 vA Office 0 -
_ 0.2 NA Statement (N = 34)
. (b) VA-Non-Educa- ¢, 9% Yes |~ o VA Counselor 0 R
i tional 98.8 No Statement :
Benefits 0.3 NA 0.2 Validation Form 0.1 (b)
. Item # -
(Expected 1980-81 X = 986
student only) .
ﬁ ’ 0.1 OtHer: 0 (N = 42)
99.2 N/APP ~99.9 ; )
30~




» \‘ )
. -
Documen- Document Document
SER Yariable tation .Source Value ‘
} \
31.- VA Benefits--No.
L of Months
(a) (b) .
‘ (a)
(a) VA-Educational 0+ 7%Yes 0.2%2vVA Form 0% _ §
Benefits -1 No 0.3 vA Office 0 X =7.7
. NA Statement (N = 31)
_(b) VA-Non-Educa- (.8%Yes 0 vA Counselor 0 '
tional ~ g98.8 No , , Statement (b)
_ Benefits 0544 NA 0.1 "¢alidation Form 0.1 -
Item # X = 3.9
(Expected 1980-81 (N = 33)
student only) '
) ' 0 Other: 0 P
99.3 N/APP 99:9 |
. . . |
£ - -
32. DEPENDENT stulent's - ¢
: 1979 income minus '
Federal taxes paid ° (a) -~ (b) .
, . . (a)
(a) Student ¥ 7.6%Yes | 0.4%1040 0% _
s 57.8 5o 3.7 1040A 0.02 X = $1,909
_ 34.6 N/APH 0.1 ynsigned 1040 0 (N = 344)
(b) Spouse 0.02% Yes 1.3 Unsigned 1040A 0 - )
’ 63.30 Yo - 0:4 Notarized 0 - (b)
g " 36.60 N/APP Statement - X = $360
. . . 1.4 Other: . 0 (N = 8)
. 92.7 N/APP 99.98
33, DEPENRENT student's 0
" savings and net T . . ,
assets (a) (b) (a)
" (a) Student 0.047% Yes 0ZBank documents 0% X = $225
65.20 No’ 0 Broker documents O (N = 2)
34.80 N/APP 0 Insurance 0 o
(b) Spouse 0y Yes documents (b) "
Tk 63.50 No 0.04 Other: = ¢ -
" 36.50 N/APPP9.90 N/APP 100.0 [ (‘;/‘jpg)'




¥

II. ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

oL . ;oo 0, -
.t = ' i 4 . . \ . v | . - | ’ e
Satisfactory Academic' Progress (Registi-ar's Office) ( .

34, Refer !:o ‘the satlsfactory academic prognets policy collected durmg the
interv:.ew. Was the policy»followed"

95.0%YeS' , ' . o
o : - Resolve/account for N '1.27% Unresolved Y
1.6 Yo —--—= : > apparent rules.  ° 0.4 Resolved
discrepancy. < 98.4 N/APP

1.5 Cannot determine . S
1.8 Yo ansyper L - . ( £,

r
£

35. 1If resolution is necessary, documentation for conclusion: 0.1% Special policy fo

* . » ) ' students *in Egu

- . , ‘ ) Opportunity pro

L L ' gram. .

- - . ' : 0.1 Student given'spe

' : ’ ’ ’ cial permtssion
Eprollment Status (Registrar's Office) ) 99.7 N/APP J

)
> > h\
N
-

-
-
’

]
36. For how many credit. and/or clock-hours was the student enrolled at:-the time of
the completion of the SER? For how many credit and/or clock-hours is the
student currently enrolled? (Clock-hours can be expressed as clot_g-hours per

week.)
N . Credit—-Hours . . Llock—Hours -
[ ’ A
Course load at time of final BEOG . % = 13.9 X = 415 .
" award .(lst academic term) (N = 4186) (N = 269) '
Course load ‘at time’ of final BEOG ) X'= 14.1 X = 426 ‘
award (2nd acadenic term) .o (N = 3655) (N = 217)
»
4
B2
C Y
. 4 ’
A

/
o
<O

k:-n‘h




37. Compute' the student's enrollment status. The formula is: (number of credit- or
. clock-hours enrolled) + Full-time load. If the school Uses a combination of
v credit-hours and clock*hours, divide each by the respective full-time load. The
sum of the calculations is used to determine full, three-fourths, etc.,
enrollment status. ) ‘ .

» . *

> - N
Status at Time of Final Award in lst Seméster or lst Quarter

-

. 89.5% Full .
4,8 Three—fourths

L]

3.3 Half \
0.2 Less than half m—— ) 0.1% Unresolved .
. 1.4 Not regisStered Resolve 0.1 Resolved
99.8 N/APP
.\’ .l ra Y "& éo
~ 0.2 ZCannot determine - Why Not® .27 NA . ‘
0.8 NA , ¥ 99.8 N/APP
., . /
-~ - Status at Time of Final Award in 2nd Semester or 2nd Quarter -
77.7% Full . . . |
3.7 Three-fourths t -
. 2.5 Half
1.0 Less than half , - ¥

12.7 Not registered

é°?'£?nnot degsggine-Why not? ) 6% No record of enrollment status
.71 . 98.4 N/APP +

-

.38, Length of student's course of study:

0.02% Unresolved
0O Resolved
99.90 N/APP

0302% Fewer than six months <~ > Resolve

N

!

0.80 -Si¥ months o »
0.60 Seven months a
82.10 Eight months to twelve months

4.80 Over twelve months '

1.60 NA )

39, 1Is the student classified as:

: 99.10% Regular degree/license/certificate Iy .

- 0 visiting X I N

0.10 gpecial ; ‘ : \ ’ .3

0- Auditing s L '
0.04 Nondegree —— Resol%e Q. 04 7%~ Ynresolved .

- . " Q0 ®Resolved
99, N/APP
0.20 Cannot determine . 9.90 /
{ ’ ) . ’ .
Other (Specify) : NI . .

s

IToxt Provided by ERI

O .0
l;BJﬂ;Q.So NA - : Y



g

40. If resolution is necessary, documentation for conclusion:

-

] -

' N/APP . -

(N = 0)

a

41. 1Is there evidence that the student attends other schools as a pért of a
consortium arrangement?

0.5%es .
99.3 No (SKIP TO 44.) .
0.2 NA |
42, 1s this.the student's parent school? .
0.3ZYes
0 No i — Resolve '

0 Cannot determine-—- Why?
99.7 N/APP &

L 4
43. If resolution is necessary, documentation for conclusion:

> N/APP
(N = 0)
i
Bachelor's Degree (Registrar's Office) k )
- ‘ ’
44, Doges the student possess a bachelor's and/or graduate degrees? (
0.1%Yes S ‘ ' 0.1% Unfesolved
N Resolve 0 Resolved
' 99.9 N/APP
s i
*97.0 No T _ .
2.7 Cannot determine ‘
0.2 NA

Affidavit or Statement of Educational Purpos'e (Finan‘cAial Aid Records)

45. Is there an affidavit or signed statement of educational purpose on file for
*,this award year? > :

70, 77Affidavit (notarized)
~ 24,7 Signed Statement

L/ S — . - - — 4.1% Unresolved
0.2 NA Resolve 0.3 Resolveds
: - " 95,86 \N/APP
4
. L : .‘ \




Previous Aid

46, 1Is the student a transfer. student?
17.2%es ",
788 No (SKIP TO 48.) .
3.6 Cannot determine >
0.4 NA 5
Is there a financial aid transcrf%t on

-

12 8/Yes * - . . .

4.3 No . - ‘ Resolve .1% Unresolved
- 82.8 NA ‘ ‘0. Resolved
. N/APP

*e
PR N

Has the student defaulted on a Federal loan or is in repayment on a Federal
grant from another school?

‘0.3%Yes .

83.3 No . I's

15.6 Cannot determine .

0.8 NA . '
Has the student received a Federal loan or grant from this school in prlor -
years?

47.9%es "
51.2 No (SKIP TO 52.)
0.9 NA # .
Is the student in default on a Federal loan or in repayment on-a Federal grant

from this school?

0.1%Yes - Resolve 0.08% ‘Unresbdlved
Q.02 Resolyed -
46.5 No . 99.90 N/APP
1,2 Caamdt determlne .
~52.3 NA ~
51, 'If resolution is necessary, documentation for conclusion:

N/APP

(N = 0)




Completion of SER R L

P N . -

52. Is there any evidence that. the student was .taking a correspondence course?

?

0.3% Yes
99.4 No . . .
0.3 NA ’ ;

¥

-

If “Yes," the student can only be charged actual. tuition and
~ fees, and room/board can be included only for a residential
period of study, ’

53. Is there any evidence that the student is incarcerated?

- « ~—y
0.5% Yes,

99.2 No'l.

0.2 NA

T - >

- ‘ N
If "Yes," the allowance for books is.$150 and né room/board
" allowance is proyideﬂ.

The ordinary alloﬁéﬁéé\for books and miscellaneoug‘exbenses is
$400. Use $400 in determining the cost of education if the
. responses to both Questions 52 and 53 are "No." '

. -5
1

]

54, Determine the student's room-and board ar;angemeﬂi. (Check one response.)

[}

Contracts with the institution for room and board

25.8%7. , . . . Full-time (SKIP .T0 55.)
2 . Less than full-time (SKIP TO 58.)

[

- Contracts with the institqtion\for room onl& - ) ,
3

1 . . . . Full-time (SKIP TO-%B:) . ' '

+>w_ - Lgss than full-time '(SRIP TO 56.) . -

oN
—

-

Contracts with- the institution for, board only

3u. . . . . Full-fime (SKIP TO 57.)
. “ . Less' tham full-time (SKIP TO 60.) &~

o o
—

- .

69.0 .. . .-, Lives off-campus (has neither room nor boardgcontracﬁs).
Uses §1,100 off-campus allowamce in determining cost of education.
(SKIP'TQ 61.) * o

.
. o . 0 C - . '
0.3 . . . . . NA - : . . L SRR, - -
. ° ’ el T e T i T - . -1
. . . s 7 L 4 . . .
< s ", - .

- -




.
I‘

5‘5 Determmez the actual room and board éﬁerges “for the full academic year:

. v \f . .o -
. = b ' % = §1,773 :
Y : :@.m “’&*sxm gpsel D :
%% =~ l w (N = 1, 171)
56. Determine the actu ﬁ\oha o~ . the student for room =».
. t‘g - X = $789
(SKIP TO 61*) ‘M{ .“& 3y . s (N = 97)- . - -
~ 57, Deternine the actual cha»rég ép«}‘he studetrt for board -- ' '
+ ’ ‘Q .: ' - N a X = -
| i A e L v - X $618
oo (SKIP TO 61.) . _ (‘-’a; DN = o14)
58, Determine the actual charoges to the studentsfor weekly room and board -- _ .
) and the number of 'days per week covered - ! . X = $54
N ’ P X = 6'6 » (N = 5)
- S . (N = 5)° - -
\ , -
$ A | i ox = X =§1,646 . -
Actual charge " Days covered
of room and (N =:101)
: board S T ‘
. . {SKIP TO'61.)

59. Determlne the actual charges to the .student for weekly room -- N/APP
ind the number of days per week covered -— (N = 0)
§SKIP TO BOX BELOW 60.) '
4

S

60. Determme ‘the actual charges ta the student for weekly board -— y/ap®

_ and the number”of days per week covered —- (N = 0)
d -
{ « _ %

$ < S, x7= X = $769
Actual charge ° Days covered (N = 11) U .
of room or s : :

A . & - &
board - i . [




-

61. .Is the SER valid?

70.2% Yes :(SKIP TO 63.)

28.1

1.7 NA

62. For which of the following reasons is the SER invalid? (Check all‘}hat apply.)

No . —

Resolve

Resolved

“26.4% Unresolved
1.4
2.2 N/APP

7

.

4.3% Photocopy . .
' 0.2 No SEI o
19.5 SER is‘'not signed by FAO
1.3 Other~(Specify)
74.7 N/APP ; ,
63. a) What i§ the SEI? % = 432
‘ T (N = 4,503)

b)

c)

d)

e)

What is the transacfion number?

3 . ' .
Total Education Cost from SER

14

Scheduled Award from SER
- ) & »

Expected Bisbursement °
from SER -

64, Full-Time Tuition and Fees
(See Q.38.) If course is over
12 months, multiply full-time
T & F by 12 = number of months.)

,

X
(N

(two figures - bottom

[

on

[

[

i

1.8
4491)

right—hand corner of SER)
)

LI

$3,182
3,900)

$1,072
3,905)

L ]

)

$987
3,885)

$1,424
4,511)

./’




65. "

66.

67.

&

<) .. . E N LN
III. PACKAGING ~- (Complete only if student received aid other than BEOG.)
J - . - .
s .

o

Student's academic year budget for
campus—based aid is: X $5,051
' (N = 2,748) ~

L3

4
Calculated parental contribution

(If negagiye put "=" in first box.) . X = $274 " .
\ S (N = 2,487)
. Student's summey earnings (NON-CWS) X = $418
(N = 2,568)
\ .
Student's contribution from assets X s §78
(N = 2,377)
Student's acadehic year éarnings; | ) _' : t
exclusive of CWS or other aid. . . . X = $334 o
s (N = 2,241) .
;, Other (Specify) % = 62,331 . '+ -
(N-=*378) . "
\ o .
Did the student reject-or refuse any, financial aid?
3, 1%es If Yes, what aid and what amounts? \<\
Type of Aid: -
Amount: ¥ - $842 ~, i
. (N = 141) :
Type of Aid: -

» . Amount: $1,190 i

N 7)

57.6 No
1.8 Cannot determine
37.6 No answer

I) ¢
vl;

Expected famil ,contr'butioﬂ as determined by institution for award purposes:
Y., ‘ > ) P

I




68.

- - , . \\ {
TYPES AND AMOUNTS OF FINANCIAL AID RECEIVED: (All amounts should be for the
current academic'year, if shown for only one semester, double all amounts.
Please specify all "Other"-kinds of assistance received by the student, and Eode
the SOURCE of each using the following codes. If data are not available, dode =
9999, DO NOT RECORD AID THAT WAS REFUSED )

1 = State grant #
2 = Institutional grant - need-based
3 = Institutional grant — ability-based
4 = Tuition‘remission.
. 5 = Private, noninstitutional grant )
6 = Other Federal grant -
7 = Other non—Federal loaj// .
8 = Other or.source-unknown et T
'Basic Educ. Opp. Grant‘(BFOG). C e e e o e .. F o= 81,025 .
- (N = 3,017) . .
< .
: ’
Supplemental EOG (SEOG) , , , ., . ., . . ., . . . % = $265.
(N = 2,655)
Nat'l. Direct Student Loan (NDSL). . . . . . . . X.= $348 [,
- : \ (N = 2,638)" -
. : ' / \
College Work-Study (CSW) . . . . . . . . . . . X = $498 I
' ’ (N = 2,622) A
Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL) _ e s e e .. ® o= 8571
' ) (N = 2,511)
' ’ T3 “ 4/‘
Other (Specify). . . e e . . . X = s818 ,
) ’ . (Nv= 2,108)
X .

-~ ¢ 1]
Source Code "

e e . N -

Other (Specify) . 5790 o .
' 772) ' '

N

.

Source Code

-




Source

@

F"/

Other (S i/;)d ]
ther (Specify .

ERI!

» TR




69. Disbursements made:

Crediggd )
' to Account

$296 .

X =

(N = 4484)
X = $293

(N,= 3839)

X = $128

(N*= 1013)

1v.

DISBURSEMENTS

[N

&

(Business Office)

Record BEOG disbursements only.

.1f ADS, SKIP TO 76.

rs

-

'Cashc °
Pazment
X = $149
AN = 4478) °°
X = $134 .-
(N = 3832)
X = 3150 ~
(N = 10F3)

~

Date

Wds more than one-half of the BEOG award disbursed in the first payment period

or more than one-third for quarter system schools (e.g., before the midpoint of
an eight-month-program, in the first semester of a two-semester academic year,

70.
4etc.)7
-
3.0%Yes —-—- s
90.8 No °
6.2 No Answer
1. Future disbursements
scheduled:
- .

S

Résolve
Amount .
X = §70
(N = 2147)
X = $6
(N = 1694)
" s
vl

'2.8% Unresolv

d
0.2 Resolved
97.1° N/APP °

-

Date - (‘onth/Year)




?

V. OVERPAYMENTS, REFUNDS, REPAYMENTS (Business Office)

72. Was a determination made that the student was overpaid?

5.7% Yes

90.8 No (STOP HERE,)
3.5 No Answer

73: How much?’ % $195
(N 243)

74, Why?

. 3%Student misreport
Institutional error,
Student changed course load
Cannot determine
Other (Specify)
N/APP! ‘

0.5 No Answer 3 t

75. How did the 4nstitution attéﬁpt to recover the funds? (Check all that apply.)

4
67Award " ad justment

2 Debited student account
0 ‘Turned case over to collection agency(s)
0.4 Called student
0 Called parent(s)
0 Referred to ED
" ,0.3.Did nothing '
0.3 Cannot determine
1.1 Other (Specify)
94.1 N/APP ., '+

0.
3.

”

0 No answer




> Complete Questlons 76 83 if a refund is indicated.

_—— e — C—e - - - o —— R >

- —- - - G Rl

What is the base amount (usually tuition and-fees, and 11v1ng expense if on
campus) subJect to refund? )

X = $1,444
(N = 43)

>

.02% Cdnnot determine - Why?
.90 No answer

What percent of this is subject to refund according to institdfég; policy?

X 76%
(N'= 41)

0% Cannot determine - Why?

99.9 No answer

78. What was the student's calculated
- . ] -~

X
(N

0.02% Cannot determine - Why?

99.90 No answer

~

79. VWhat was the amount credited to the BEOG fund?
- X = $895
(N 44)

'

0.1% Cannot determine - Why?

99.8 XNo answer

L
> 3

80. Does the institution appear to have followed its policy?

- Cannot determine
- No answer




£ —_ .
. S
8l.,. Was a repayment computed? # : .
0.4% Yes — How much?  '% = $194 .
, 0 s (N = 19) :
.0.2 No ‘ [
0 - Cannot determine
99.3: No answer ” ‘
Comment : - . )
o . . \4
82, How was the repayment compuited? .
N .
~ )
! = \
83. ° Does the institution appear to have followed its p'olicyf
0.50% Yes ' S
0.02 ~No ° - > 0.02% Unresolved
= Resolve 0 Resolved
. N » 99-90 N/APP
0 Cannat ‘determine ” ‘
99 .50 Yo answer’
v @ i ' B
N . .
S : . t : /
-~ s , . 't{ﬁ .
. -t X - - L
- > . " .
I : 371~
; ey
> ’ ) ~

‘s




. 4
: - - - — —— = - — - - - - ‘ - T — -
%
o * R - . l.
. - INSTITUTIONAL INTERVIEW FORM
- . ~
7 . \ *
1. Institution d ' {
\
SN R INST
- ’I
l\
]
2. Ingerviewer - ’
i ; ‘ . MONTH DAY YEAR
.»3. Date ) . v] - -
o Al o b
"4, Start Time ) . q-
¢ ‘\\ .
) TYPE OF INSTITUTION: - ;
90.5% Regular Disbursement R
- ~ 'System (RDS)
9.5 Alternate Disbursement - S
- v System (ADS) M
50.2% Public
31.1 Private ‘nonprofit . 4
18.7 Proprietary . ' .
e - T ‘ v
26.6% University

6
23.0 Other four year

4 At least two year, -

less than four year
3.9 At least one year,

less than two year

12.1° At least six months,
less thanm one year




~of

I. ELIGIBILITY» DETERMINATION

Calendar Year Criteria

~

A Y

1. What type of academic calendar is used? -

5 8.47% Semester
* 2.3 Trimester

21.0 Quarter
15.1 Clock-hour
3,3 More than one

Full-Time/Part=Time Criteria

2. » What system of credit measurement is used?

- . .
" *18.1% Clock-hours ’

\ ! 78.3 Cradit-=hours .

' 2.0 Combination ’ .

1.6 Units ..
, 3. What is the minimum number of units per term for a full-time studgnt?

Clock=hours X = 749

(N = 53)
' _ $
Credit-hours X =12
(N = 247)
’ -
o L
. . * N

4. What is the minimum number of units per term for a half-time student?

- _ Clock=~hours X = 385
) . (N = 24)°
‘ Credit=hours X =5
‘ . s + (N = 254) ' -
. - , ®




s * o . __ el

- - - —, PR

5. If a grade point or aualit:v point average is completad, how much are the various
grades worth?

>

Other Qualicy Numerical
Points Indicators Value
A ¢ > R
3 I e ————————————
c | . .
| . R —
5 .\3 . ' .
. i ) . [ N .
F[T \ -
# | , "
b . ,
_ Eligible Program Criraria ) . ) . . e

6.. Does your i\it:ucion offer any programs of study considered ineligiole for
awaxd under C‘I? BEOG de inition of program elig:ibility?

RN .« *

31'04 Yes (LiSt) S . 3.0Z2 Medical and dental prograns * A
69.0 YNo (SKIP TO 8,) 17.8 Adud; education and continuipg education progran
) R - 7.9 Other vocational education prograns
0 Car‘noc detemine 1.6 Programs-not eligible because of length
. 0.7 CRmbination of above anawers T e
- 69.0 Not applicable~-all programs eligible
- ~ - .

L

7. What i{s your procedure to decemine whether the student is enrolled ia a program

eligible for BEOG funding" - ) -
3.6%7 Admissions office' B ’
8.7 Computer system . .
- . - ¢ 5.6 Financial aid officer checks file . ' . N
P - 1.6. Eanrollment agreement — LT
4 R - 0.3 ADS approval ‘
2.6 Check*with registrar
4 . . 1.6 Financial.aid officer receives notice from programa
R Y . 6.6 No procedure indicated * T
, . 69.8 Not applicable-~all programs eligible
M1:dacion Mandated by' £b ) . g o
« N
BN
3. Yow many students at your iastitution have been s&lect:ed for validation by ED in
1980~81? . , : 4 ,
Students X = 144 o -
(N = 300) . -
a . \ . N
1.6% Cannot determine ~ - . :
' 0 No answer c A .
. s N .
- . X
t o = .
P . ¢ . v:
- ] .y
= <

.
"ERIC | \ |
s ] B - - - fe e b i e . L - . 3
)
.

S e e te




& - ) ) .

-

s - .

9. How many students have rot responded to the request for dccumentation?

Students ’
- - ‘ o
“ .
Cannot daczeraine
- “
e .
0 Yo answer s
- N ‘;
Institutional Validation
10. Do vou as an institution select some 3agic Grant. recipients for validation? .
) L, . °
54.4% Yes .- : . ‘
“45.6 No. Wh)" not? . . . 14.4% Insufficient staff : B
16.4 Do not see the need for it .
.t 5.6 Never considered it
- 4.6 Not applicable--ADS (SRI? TO.14.,)
: ' 0.7 Do not know procedure N -
54.4 Not applicable--do not select atudents for validation -

3.9 No answer

1. How do vou determine which students to validate? NOTE: 1f schcol has a written

. _ _poliey, get a copy.  _ . : ] o ’ "/
¥10.2% Validate all BEOG students ] ' J/
) ,0.6 Randomly s@eple ’

' 5.2 Use selective criteria , A
27.5 Suspicious circumstances e
. 1.3  Match SER with another student aid form ‘ v,
2.0 Only validate those who apply for campus-based aid ' B

| 4.6 Combination of above answers . -

48.5 Not applicablar—do not select students for institutional validati

12. For about how tany Basic Grant eLigibLes have you required documentation as a’
result of your imstitutional validatidn procedures duripg this year?

Students ¥ 151- ‘ .. o .
(N =:151) - Lo

0% Cannot determine

- 2.0 Yo answer

- 48.5 Not applicable-= d%ﬁﬁ%t selec

; '
de ’
13. Approximately what percent an at nua er ) ‘ﬂ gﬁsic Grant eligidles wno'were

. chosen for institutional validation had theiT awards altared as a result of -
validdtion? . :
X = 31% X = 55 R
(N.= 146) ) (N = 146) “
. ) i . l . .
- 0% Cannot determine ' . - .
3.6 No answer, “ .

48.5 Not applicable—-do fot select.students for institutional valid

r . ¢
- N A Q-'
; . - ’
r ¢ .
¢
. .
¢

Q . A - s}

YO

ERIC e el .




<o e Tt P

P N

\' ‘;l'iﬁé‘q ot dﬁqumen*acion of . income ~ are routinely col;.e'cted by your financlal

LT Ct . -

e (a) &ll aid recipients 5 = a Cb) All SEOG stydents: se’ected _
S ':‘ : - Lol - For’ inst“u.iorxal ‘:azida ion
60 YZ‘lorre / - c L TTE LT 5 2% S
L 0 7 - Ageney- s;atements ‘of ’nontaxable S T - - -
.. income: -l .’ S Pl . . :
) T e } 6 l‘(S-Cer"ified '-‘ed. income tax “ret. T ’ :
20, 8 Copy of #iler' s"r«d “iacome tax ret, I . 14,9 - .
0 W-2 statements . _3._»’,/”: T g )
: p.. State income_ taxiyetuing 1. - - 0 -
L0 Ay tax E‘cm g_;p—‘e-u; "ras avaliable - 0 '
0 Agapcy ﬂatemen{s bf ed, bendfits - 0 E\
. 16.1 Combiination of above answers T 210 | :
o~ e T . 508 Not applicable--do not
) - T g select students

15. What types of documentation of 2ssets and debts arg routinely collected bv vour
Financial Aid Office? .

SR - - - ———_— — - - .- R - -

(a) For all aid recipiants . - (b) For-all 3E0G students selected
] T * for institu&ional ,validation
« & . )' *
89.47% None ‘ L 31.17%
0.3 IRS-Certified Fed.- income tax rat. e 0.1
. 5.6 Copy of filer's Fed. income tax ret.’ o 8.2 °
0.7 Statements of property values of 0.1 -
home, business, or farm ' /
0 tLawyer/accounting statements . ‘0
0 Real estate company statements 0
0 Tax assessments ‘0
0 YNotes 0
0.3 "Payment notices 0
- 1.0 Bank statements « 0.1
1.0 oOther . 2.3 ; '
1.6 Combination of above answers 3.3
Citizenship Criteria . o 52.1 Not applicable--do not -
. . . o . select students )
16, How often does your institution require doc.m.fxtation of citlzenship/resi-
dencv" N - v
“15.7% Always .
35.7 Only for‘certaiq groups of students {permanent residents)
20.0 oOnly for ‘suspected students ) !
21,0 Never (SKIP TO 19.)
ﬁZ 3 Cannot determine ) .
3.0 For_certain groups and suspected. st:udent:s '
2.3 NA

- 3
.7

o




o ¢ . - -

- - 17.- For about how manv students have vou required documentation of citizenship/
residency during this year? .

142
221) s

- <

cow T ‘ Students X

) (N

0 Cannot ‘determine
*0 No answer :

»

18, ‘'wnat tvpes of documentation-are collected?

. # : £’
39.7% Form 1=151 or Form 1-551 Alien Registration-Rece ps ("greea card”)
0.3 Birth certificate L.
0 Baptismal certiffcate = ) R »
1.6 INS form e - -
5.9 I-94 Arrival-Departure document (political refugee status)
7.2 Other ' : '
eeeee. - 20.3 Combination of .above answers e .
24.9 Not applicable--do not require documentation of citizenship-

\

YA Assistance. Criterid o

19. Is the financial aid office routinely proyided information on all student.VA
assistance and/or changes -to such assistardce? (Information may be provided by
any source, i.e., Vi or students.) ‘

L4

R0.5% Always’ - & ' .
9.2 Sometimes
11.5, Only when requested ,
26.'6 \Never (SKIP TO 23.) -
. 0 ot determine ™ ’ .
2.0 No'lanswer -
A .
- 9.5 Reggstrar
: 28.5 VA Office on campus
P 3.6 Other ca s office
20. Who provides that information? 1675 VA regionsl office .
. ' ) - &6.9 Studeat obtains information from VA office
\"5.9 Student (no mention of VA office)
2.3 Combination of above answers
- v 8. 26.6 Not applicable--aid office receives no info. on VA assistan
2.0, No:answer =

e

2l. How often do you use this information té verify SER data?

.
-

29.5% All of the time’ ’ _ ‘i '
28.5 Some of the time . v .
13.1 Yone of the time < .

2.0 No answer s -

-

26.6 Not applicable-—.—aid\szfice receives no info. on VA assistance

* -

3
[

™



22, About how =aany c9rrec'ions were *here this year as a result of VA assistance
‘information?

hd

‘

Corrections X = g .
TN = 204)

Ve

]

Reporting Discrepancies to ID
I

L}

25. How often do you refer suspected or apoarent SER diagrepancies to ED°
|  wvalidacion and resolution?

2.0% Always
6.2 Sometimes
.0 VYNever
9, Cannot determine
No answer 2

- v )
For yhich/of the following reasons have you not referred apparant or suspected

d és’epa cies to ED? (Circle all that apply. ) _i\ N

73.4% Resolved in-house
Wasn't aware’ of this option
Referred cases before without results
Not enough time available to prepare referral -

Combination of above answers,
Not applicable~--all cases are referred to ED
\ . s .

How maany cases have you referred this year to ED?
» ‘ -

Students 4.8

X =
(Hge= 300)




\ . II. PROCESSING ELIGISLES

Sati,factQry icad-mic Progress .
)

- .

26, Whaz are your criteria for a student's maintenance of “satisfactory academic

progress?” Noca: Gét‘i\tbgzi 1} possible.

LY 22.6% 2.0 G.P.A. sversge (on a 4.0 scsle)
6.6 1.0 - 2.0 aversgs
18.7 Floatiang scale R
14.1 1If studeat is registered, satisfactory progress is assumed
13.4 Complete required number of credit hours (no G.P.A. requizement)
19.0 Complete required auaber of crcd‘t hours and maintain required G.P.A.
2.6 Other . . ‘
2.9 No answver o . o -

-

which office actually determines if a student 1is making satisfactory academic.
Brogress for purposes of BEO6-award eligibility?--- -~ S

2

12.1% Desn's office v
Financial aid .
Registrar
Acsdemic advisory/standards office
Academic review committee *
Director of school
Financial aid officer and academic officer
Combination of above answers
No answer n

Esch Ssemester
Each quarter .
Annually
- o, Monthly
28, BHow often 1is it done? Weekly, or more of
Semi-annually reg

©

No answer

to check that these criteria have.been met?
: »

Check grades

Check that student is registered

Check .hours or ‘credits completed

Check attendance and grades

Check iastitution's probation list

Check attendance

Academic committee decides ! .

Check hours or credits completed’and grades
Personal knowledge
Computer hold systeam




- - - - \ ‘
Enrollaent Status
v 30. ,Do vou check the student's enrollmen: status before computing {(or certifying) an *
award? ' .
, . 50.82 Check with u:h-’ 0.3% Class schedule is attached to SER
L/ Haw? 1.3 "Check with other on-campus office 11.8 Use cozputer system
89.2% Yes. dow? , ® ° 4.3 Check atudent's financial account 0.7 Check with instructor(s)
2.6 Check fijgancial aid application 3.9 Personal knowledge .
1.3 Student aigna statement 10.8 Not applicable--do not check status
4.6 Check enrollment agreement 7.5 'No ansver -
10.8 YNo - For about how many students this year have vou computed (or cer- '
.. tiff2c) awards without checking the student's enrollment status?
- - R ‘ -, » -
. o+ Xo= 638 "WOW? | | | . 1.6%Z ADS school .
33) 8.5 Assume full time for all students

Not .applicable--check status before

0.3 ,Did not think it was necessary
89.;1
. computing award

~

©
\ -
.

‘
.

- . - &

31. Do you check a student'$ enrollhment status before each pavment is disbursad (or .
cercifiad)? - . '

. i ]

— g — = e - e i, - Ce e - e - - - - . - e - .- - .- —

“7.795.5% Yes )
5.2 No = For about how zmaay students-thfs veat have paynents bheen dishursed
. ) . (or certified) without checking the student's earolluent status?

"2.3. No answer - X = 461 ]
‘ ’ . £ = 13)
* ¢ ) s ’
‘ ‘ 4 ' ) ‘ \ ‘ ..
- * ' - '
affidavict of Educational Purvose or Signed Statement ; -
32. Do you require a student to complete a notarized Affidavit of Educational T T
) -Purpose rather thdn-a signed statement? .
55.47%Always ) . '
25.6 Sometimes )
2.0 Rarely .
16.1 Never \ -
1.0 No/a‘nswer ° > - ' ~
- - { ¢
. | ’ aor
O ) - s

ERIC S

r
PA i Tex: provided by ERIC _




‘ R .
?revious Loans or Grants :

33. Do vou determine whether a student owes monles on previous BECG, SECG, or SSIG
grants made at your institution before making any 4isbursements {or
certifications)?

90.8% Yes - How? ! 28.5%7 Check with bu®fness or regiscrar’'s office
~ R X} Computer hold system e
Personal knovledge
Check udent’'s finsncial aid fue
Colléct statement from student
.Check account record in financial aid office
Not applicable--ADS
Other "
Not applicablde--do not make dezet{ninauon before disburse

o aneveg . S

34, Do vou determine whether a student is in default oh any GSL, FISL, or NDSL Zoans g
made Sor atrending vour institution’ oe*dre making any BEOG disbursements
‘certifications)?

17.
. _ . 3.
8.5 Mo » . - 16
0.3"Cannot determine -
0.3" No answer : \

o o v v .
VVNO OO O~

&5 0N -

»

NDSL ' , - GSL/FISL '
- J 4 o
76.1% Yes . '63.9% Yes N . !
15.7 No ' 30.5- Yo L
- - —- 0.7 Cannot datermine } + 2.0 Cannot determing ,
y 7.5 Yo answer - ‘ 3.6 No answer ¥ - o

Ty

35. How do you obtain information regardi’xo default’ (Read categories and circle

- all that apply.) . T : .
4.6Z‘From students * - L . 4 : -
57.4 By a record check ' ; . e )
5.6 Recelve info. from other institution(s) A & .
0.7 Petsonal knowledge C -
) 5.2 Not applicable--ADS or do- not obtain info.- ‘ -
©23.3: Combination of ahove answers .
3.3 No answer o T . - L

36, Do ycu collect statements testifyipg. to the fact that they have not defaulted dn
their FISL, GSL, or NDSL loans or. that they‘owe any.-BEOG funds to other

. institdtions2 - . - . ‘ .o .
% . ' L B
63.0% Yes - How?, coe e e e . 28097 Require ‘financial aid tTanscripts
- ) , K © transfer studentse -
. . ' - 14 l" Students sign statement on award
37.0 %o » v ' | letter ]
N 1%{1 A1l students sign affidav1t or'
-, . . statement
1.0 Require statement ftom previous
N institution
. 0.3 Check with state agencies
- 4.9 Combination of above angwers
¢ . 0.7 No answer : .
37.0 Not applicablé--do not collect -
p ’ ;. ‘statements - .

~ )
LR S




. 4 .

Bachelor!s Degree i . .

37. Do you check whather a student has received a bachelor's degree before making a

BEOG award (or certification)? . s
. . . . . Lo ’ . Iy
88.2% Yes - N e
11.1 %o (SKI? 70 39.) T o * :
. 0.7 qghnot determihe . ) -
& ’ »
" AN ’ -, . e . . ,
38. How do you make this determination? o
[} —-.'- * ' ¢
T 26.6% Check with thé registrar's office
‘. 9.5 Collect a signed atatement from the student
o < 12.1 Check With the admissions office
‘- . 4.9 Check financtal aid transcript (transfer atudents) M
. 12.5 Check original BEOG application *
~ 3.9 Check academic transcript (transfer students) .
4.9 Aak student
5.2 Check financial sid records X b d
N 2.9 Check with registrar's office and other on-campua office ‘
4.6 Combination of above answers ' . °
11.1 Not appll;able--do not check for bachelor's/degree ° -

Pl

.Cost of Education

°

™39, What procedures do you'use for determining whether a student is iiving on- or
of Z-campus fof purposes-of BEOG cost computatlons?

-

8.9% Check compuler interface with housing or student data base recor%’ié
27.7 Information provided by on~campua office A :'“ .
. 6.6 Information provided by student o
3.0 School makes no distinction and uses $1,100 off-campus, cos¥ljor ’
everyone, é&ven if they ‘live on ‘campus o
*3.0 Coambination of above answers . .
N - 49.2 Not applicable--all students live off campus or all live on campus
-~ N or tuition is greater than 53',§00
1.6 No ansver B . .
. T . -
. . @ o
&
. .
:Awafa Computation h s L o,

40. At what poinns during the award yéar'do you recalculate the student's axpected ,
disbursement? (Circle all that apply.) * . ‘
s P a
42,3% Before each disbursement ,
- 67.9 When enrollment status changes
0 Cannot detarmine . - - .

Once each term ..
Between first and second terms : ‘
When student withdraws ] : \ .
‘More than four times a year '

Not applicable--ADS calculates
Never recalculate ‘ .
Once halfway through program (clockhour schools)

e er e

e .6 When housing ori residency (din-state out—of-state).statué“chaqges
.6 When SEI changes ’ o ‘ - .
.1 NA , . ‘ .

.
s » \

L, OWES O YOO -
NN OV DN = = ON O

- LY

* ‘ .. .
‘Percentages do not total 100 percent Gue to double counting . .
R |
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41, Are awards calculazed manually or by computer?

3 73.8% Mapually
11.5 Computer : . %
6.6 Comhinatian ‘
7.9 Not applicahle--ADS -~
0.3 No answer e

42. - which of the following staff members do scheduled award calculations? (Cizcle
all that appdy.)

81 .OZProEassional staff
27.9 Clerical staff .
5.9 Student clerks \ .
9.3 Peer counselors : ’
Cannot determine

Computer
Paraprofessional or techinical perspnnef\~/
Not applicable--ADS

Combination of above answers

43. Does vour imstitution routinely reverify the calculation?

L]
WM WO O W

N 00 =N

73.1%"{35 ) r

'19.3 No ’ S

0 Cannot deteruine . - .

3 No answer ’ \*
2

0.
7.2 Not appli — :
44, How does ygg;'ig;gi%éiioéDééverify award calcularions? (Check all chat apply.f

31.1%By sama person rechecking work +
48.9 By professional staff member
19.7 By clerical staff member
9.5 By computer ;
Cannot determine

Busineés office : .
Financial aid office and business office - :

Combination of apove answers
Not applicable—~ADS
Not applicable——do not reverify

R~y = O -
ANO WO

* - .
Percentages do not total 100 percent due to double counting

W&
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III. DISBURSAL ~

L3

bursemeat of BEQG Awards ¢

45.

66.

“,
. v

How frequently are payments disbursed to eligible recipients?

o -

4,9 %Monthly (-
0 3i-monthliy

11.1 Quarterly (every three months)

59.¢ Once per term (semester, trimester, quarter)

ll.S“Begi:mi.:!g and midpoint of each academic term or payment period

0.3 Depends on amount of BEOG

0 More than twice & semester

5 ADS--disbursed twice a year "

.0 RDS-—disbdrsed twice a year

3 Disbursed "on demand"

6 Depends on the student's program
7 No answer . .

In what form are aisbut:sements‘ made?" (Circle all that appiy.) *

B ‘ +
27.5%Check to student for the full amount (each, pavmant period)
13.8 Check to student which must be’ endorsed over to school ,
75.% Credited to student accoudt
Credited to student account, balance disbursed to studeat; by check
School uses al¥ the ahove dishursement systems
One check endonsed éver to institution, balance disbursed
studed? by ‘check . .
1.6 8chool uses'a voucher system - C

0.
2

(=R N )

.

. Percentages do not total 100 percent due to double counting

to




Refund and Repayment

NOTE: Get co oy of refund and repayment policy.
-w \

47, Fot which of the following reasons has your i'xst:i ution had BEOCG overpavmeats -.
this year? (Ci"cle all that apply.)

-

|
Anproximatelv how many? . . ;
: |

5.2%Iaeligible student ~ X = 7.3
' ‘ ’ ) (N = 69)
13.17 calculation error . X = 14.4
N g ‘ . (N = 118)
26.9 Student reduced course load ' X = 69.7
‘ . (N = 133)
26 .2 Dropout . X = 40.4
o : (N = 171)
: 3.0 =D validation s X = 12.3
. (N = 39)
19.7 \Io1e : _ .
1.3, $59 Federal reduction to $1,750 - ¢
0.7 Failure to make satisfactory academic’
progress . _
0.3 Typing or transcribing error ° ... X = 37.4
- 0.7 Other institutional .rror . (N = 34)
0.3 Change in residency status
2.6 No answer .

¢ . .
.

°




U 42
. N -
T
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48. How do vou usually attempt to racover overpavments? (Circle all that apply.)

'

v . * Approximatelv now manyv?

25.9% Deduct from student's next payment(s) ‘ - X = 43.2
' g ) (N = 107)

- - ' * . .

2.9 Obtaln signed agreement from s:tudent for X = 29.8
repayment "N = 34)

37.0 Bill student . . "X = 49.6

' (N =°157).

3.0 Do not recover payment, but suspend gext %—E?fjf,s
scheduled payment (N = 35)

-3 Don't attempt to recover overpayment
7 Ask for repayment; conference with )
student N ’ 4
4.6 1Institution restores funds to BEOG
account, "’ then may or may not

..'...... i=0
N =6

collect from student ) X =.44.0
5.9 Report it to ED (ADS school) (N = 46)
7.9 Debit student's account “
10.8 No .answer

-

A v
\ M




49. Tell me the percents of each of the following categories of cost your

institution refunds to students who leave school before term's ead. Your
aumbers should reflact refunds prior to financial aid paymeat ad justmeats.

Week Tuition * Fees Room . 3o0ard
bg = 79 467 - 39% 497
. N 274 242 136 112
. /
‘ ‘2- o o
X = 667 51% 87% 44
N = ! 263 231 144 106
3°_
X = 47% 26% 259 35%
. N = 254 216 126 104
=
X = 35% 20% 20% 30% -
N = 228 193 <118 96
S- o o
X = 21% 12% 14% 20%
N = 200 176 110 92
% - 19% 11% o1 19%
N = 133 114 77 69
— ’
X = 17% 20% - 67% 16%
N = 99 . 98 77 51
8 % - 177 6% iKY s 16%
N = 75 69 45 42 -

50. When students leave vour school prior to term's end and are eligible for a
rei#hd, how is the amount of repavment to the BEOG account determined?

~ 3
-

30.8% ED gepayment policy as written in regulations or ED payment policy
P R with slight aodification by a university policy
19.7 Pro-rated on percentage basis among all funds .
6.9 Not applicable-zinstitution does not disburse more than student
, . is liable for at any one time, or disburses BEQC only after
- s‘f{:udent is 100 percent liable for tuition and 4thel’ charges
a

8.5 pplicable-~ADS
1.6 Institution does not make tuition refunds

Y 4.6 Whatever is left over goes to BEOG account

N 0.3 GSL,BEOG,TAP
2.6 Full amount” restored to BEOG . ’ .
4.3 NDSL/G$L, SEOG, BEOG, (or some other combination where BEOG is last) v
S+6 Cannot determine
15.1 Nofansvgt .
.‘ C, ) .

N Y

C




~55. Do delays in your recipt of ad

r
" .

Do vou have any problem usiag the ED formula =o determine how ro cradit the 3ECG
accdunt? - N ;

61.6% No problem
2.0 Not avare of formula
22,0 ©No, never use formula -
13.4 Yes (complicated, burdensome, time consuming, ambi&uous, conflices
with atate law)
» 1. No answer °,

- 4 '

x

52. Do you have any recommendations regarding =D Tepayment regulations?

L]

61.6% No . . 6.9% Yes, let institutione use their own
8.2 Not applicable--ADS c. policy; or’, make it more flexible
3.0 Yes, one policy should be uniformly to fit different 'types of institutions
applied to all colleges. 1.3 *Yes, design dishursement system so
12.5 Yea, simplify, clarify, do not use .. rgpayment is not necessary
cash payments in calculation 4.9 Non-answver; recommendation is not in respect
. to repayment policy N
riscal Operations ) 1.6 No answer )

@

+ 5 . . he

33, What procedures do you use to project estimated funding for, the remainder of the

“academic’year when submitting the BECG progress’ report? -
~

.

o .

30.5% Look at historic tremds and estimate . |

35.4 General estimate based on the current number of recipients

15.7 bPetermine funds needed for current recipients, then calculate the
additional amount needed for validation cases, ‘incoming eligibles
and others yet to be pdid » A °

14.8 Not applicablez~do-not comple’te progress reports 4

- 3.6 No answer : o

. K . )
Cid you have any special probleas this Year with praparing the progress reporss?

r

’

®

15.47%es (Describe). . . .

s Prt;blonl handling ‘n'ununlly # 1¥rge number of SERs
84.6 No ) —

Careliss error on part of FAQ, or other internel problem

Problems with recoveries and gross paywpegts section .

Confusion over how to draw caah for $10 administraciug.cost allowance
Reéceived incorrect advice from Ares Desk Rep- “>ugvs ¥,
Received incorrect daga from ED - ..
Probleas, in general, .with making estisates o ;.- | . . .
Problems estimating for part ‘time students <\w‘:' -?”ék!”'w.-__:«;:-
Not enough time to pnocess progress reports; too much paperwork
Other s ., <

No answer @

Not applicable~-no prqblema

Z

«

3.
2.
0.
0.
0.
50
1.
1.
1.
2.
2.
4.

0
k]
k]
7
k]
=]
0
0
6
9
0
6

'

.

usted authorizations adversely impact your R
ability o fund students? ’ . g

-
N

i~

31.1%%es ..

L]

35.1 Yo

.~ I17.& No delays

.11.5 Not applicable--ADS
4.9 No answer

3

-
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IV. TRAINING AND DISSEMINATION BY OSFA ° .

participatead Y 0SFa's Stude

1980-31?

X
(N

il

712%

il

57.
in these sessions?

301) - .
'- »

—

-

~

<

How :nar.ly partic'ipated? X = 2.5
(N“.% = 303)

< - BN sy
Would you have liked to nave had more of your professional

.

26,.2% Yes = Why did more staff n!t participate? |

’

0f the®professional people workinag fgr your office, appoximately what percent
nt Financial Aid Training Program Sessions during

staff participating

o

h

©

General Comments: Vﬁat types of errors do you feel are most pr
delivery of Basic Grants? What can be done to correct

' them? . ]

o .
-

s,
-
L]

v

evalent in the

. . 5.9 Lack of travel money
_ . 6.2 Other demands
s .6.9 Not enough staff; no
coverage for office
69.8 Yo. The number was right. v 4.7 Training i3 not worthwhil
- . . ) 1.3 Combinations of above
0.3 No. Too many people already participate. (Explain) 1.6 Ho answer ,
o 3 R 0 c.annot determine 73.1 Not applicable
- . ‘ .
{ n, - b . l
58y How would yo\ﬂte the information provided by OSFA's "Area-Desk Reps?”
. . . . : )
. {a) wProgram Specialists, (b) Program Specialists in
- - in Washington. Regional Office -
. - - P 4 ’
. 19,.0%Excellent (high quality, timely response) 32.5%
40.7 Good R o ) 36.1 1
14.1 Fair . 10.2° .
- 12.1 Podr (incorrect and/or late answers) " 6.6 -
. 13.4 Cannot determine ’ 14.8 .
~ 0.7 No answer . 4 . ;
y - ’ * .
s ’\ . ®

<
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e V. PACKAGING -

! ) R
5§. What needs analvsis system is currantly used bv your inscitucion to calculate
’ "amily contribuzion for undergraduate students? (Circle most freaquently used

ron.) . L‘

4.9%No answer ) -
11.5 Basic Grant Application . .
44,6 C3S (Financial Aid Form) ‘ <o

-4

i 18.7 ACT {(Family Financial Statement)
3.6 Other needs analysis. form’ - ) ‘

12.8 Combination of above answers
60, ° kpproxinately what percentage of the need-analysis decermiﬂed pareatal

contributions have to be recalculated7 - .

Comment: X = 9.6 . c;L .
) 4.6X Racalculation is dona 1f tharae (N = 283)

is s significant cthga in the

student's (femily's) circumstancas D
Whap wrons information is givan on application
Naads aenalysis calculation is done at the campus
Racalculations due to Procassor arrors Y ~ . 3
Mostly racalculate for, indapendant studants ~ . ¢
Not much of a problem; procaasors are getting battar
Racalculate when figures wers estimated on applicaston ’ -
Miscellanaous commarnts . ., -
Rarely or navar recalculate’
No commant .

-
-

WO e 0w e 0

« s o s s s s @

WOV OVWO W

75.
6l. Did vour school require students’ to apply for BEOGs in order to receive other
types of aid’ (Circle one response.)

‘/

. 75.%%Yas . ’ ) » S
"21.3 No . © T e )
3.0 No answer ‘ -
62. How wese BEOG application forms (including .CSS, ACT, and other available data
s entry feras) distributed at vour school? (Circle all chat apply.) #

-

19.7%A11 incoming studeats received the Forms -

46.2 An effort was made to inform students where the forms may be obtained
72.1 Forms were available at the Financial Aid Office

38.4 Forms.were available at other locations (e.g., student union, doramitor=
¢ ies, etc.) .

17.4 All of the above were us .to distribute the forms
6.6 Forms weére mailed ¢r distAibuted to all students on -
2. on financial aid
4.6 Forms were distributed at financial aid meetings, workshops,

N and seminars .
‘ 3.6 Combinations of the above answers

* -, ’ . .
Percéntages do not total 100 percent_due to 40uble counting /




In what order did vou normally consider the use of different tvpes of aid in
your packaging during 198C-31 for full-time, undergraduate students? Please

" rank each of the following kinds of assistance in the order that you typically
consider their use (e.g.-, you might usually look to.other aid firse, then
institutional funds, then NDSL, in which case these sources would be labeled 1,
2, and 3, respectively, in the boxes below). BEOG assistance shotld be
ignored. .

Number the sdurces of aid' in the order you consider them in the packaging
process and enter in the boxes a typical dollar award amount for each type of
aid. Ties are permitted (e.g., you may code mQre;than one source as “"1"). If
you make no use of a source or do not participatg such programs, please enter

a "7" in the box. For example, if an institution plcally began with
Institutional Grants, néxt packaged CWS, then NDSL, and ended up with SEOG, the
results would be coded-as follows: #

\

4 2 . 3 7 1 7

INSTRUCTION:. Assume all four students are prospective freshmen
- of -average academic ability:

-

Sources 6f Aid:
Federal Campus-Based Institu-
SEOG CWs *  NDSL GSL _ tional
Grants

Type of Student: Rank: . %

) ' 1. 19.0% 18.7% 6.
(1 .- 2. 23.9 30.8.  d6.
Dependent=--calculated 3,  13%.8 15,1 15.
expected Family Contri=4, .1.6 3.2 - 9.
bution (EFC)=0; BEOG= 5, 0.3 - 1.0 1.

$1800 (or I/2 cost if 6. : R
lower) K Y 28.8 50.
**NA . 0. 3 0.

2Y 023 . $ 772

N,
e

4

WA WWo oo O
LNOOTOTOTWUL N

2 »)

Dependent-—calculated

EFC=§OZ of cost;
BEOG=$0 ‘

*

ok -
N *
Z M Z "L S W

Do not use, this type of aid

"R\K:No answer v




(

Sources of Aid:

Federal Campus-Based Institu-
SEOG CWS NDSL GSL tional Other -
- Grants -
ype of Student: Rank: . .
- 1. 0.7% 24.6% 12.5% 17.0 ' 12.5% 17.0%
(3) 2. 1.3 7.9~  10.2 7.2 . 4.3 1.3
ependent-~calculacted 3. 0.3 0.7 0.7 2.3 " 1.3 0
FC=80% of cost; . 0.3 0 0.3 0.7 0.3 0.3
EOG=50 5. [0.3 0 0.3 - 0.3 0 R
6. / 0 0.3 o 0 -0, 0
*DU 96.7 66.2  75.7 J2.1 ° 8l1.3 81.0
**NAt’ 0.3 0.3 . 0.3, 0.3 0.3 0.3
X = 436 744 474 1595 516 555
- (4) - 8 104 91 99 50 51
ndependent-—calculated sx———=—-=-t------- T T T T T e i
FC=0; BEOG= $180U (4TL. 20.7% ,16.,1% _ 6.b% © 6.2% 8.2% 43.9% ,
/2 cost if this is 2% 29.2 29.5 ., 13.4 7= 5. 10.5 2.3 .
ower) \ 3. 14.4 15.7 18.7 5.2 8.5 2.3
. 4, 1.6 6.6 13.1, 5.6 3.9 0.7
5. 0.7 1.0 1.6, 3.3 1.0 1.3
6.- 0 0 - 0- 2.6, 0- + 0 .
*pU 33.1 30.8 46.2 69.2 67.5 49,2 ~
**NA 0.3 % 0.3 0.3 0.3 , 0.3 0.3
X = 646 " 1278 954 1948 647 892
N = 202 209 163 88 96 149 .
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- . APPENDIX B

EXPERIMENTAL BIAS

+

The procedures of this study did not involve’ unébtrusive_
C W

measurement. Whenever people are examined, it is possible that

they will alter their behavior. In thé-case of this’étudy, it

was necessary to contact the scgpols, students, and parents ahead

of time to allow them to gather information needed for the sample
i /,i :

selection, interviews, record abstracts, etc. Thus, it is pos-

sible that students, administrators, and parents made correc-

tions and changes they otherwise would not have made before any

measurementé took place. In order to assess the likelifood of

biased behavior caused by our contact with institutions and

[l

* ‘ B y
recipients, a group of about 1,000 nonsampled students were
selected, and unobtrusive measures of their corrections behavior

N . ® .
were made. In order to remain unobtrusive, we’ were severely

limited in what we could measure. .

ot .

or'pot corrected SERs were.submitted to the institutions when a
‘correction had been recorded by the “central processor, (2) how

many corrections were submitted, and (3) thq student eligibility

index. ’

“The Corrections Conérol Group [CCG] consists of 1,026 BEOG

3 -~

rgclbients.who‘submitted application corrections to the processor

.after January 1, 198l. The CCG recipients attended 130 of the

The unobtrusive measures include observations of (1) whether




305 sampled insti;utioné. For these students we recorded SEIs
and transaction numbers f;ém their institutions' finagcial‘aid
filese ' N
Students s;lected for the Quality ’'Control ;tudy and their
respective institutions received letters notifying them of their
. obligation to participdte in the study and requesting their coop-
eration. .Afte; notification, it is possible that séme of the
students took acEibns they normally would not have taken. If they
had intentionally submitted  applications containing erroneous
info?mation in order to receive larger awards, they may have sub-
- mitted corrections in fear oI\ being caught. - Another possible
. reaction to being seleéted would to'refrain frém submitting a
correction supplying false data in order to decrease the SEI on
the last éER. Undoubtedly, somecapplicants wh;’are‘diéappointed(
with £he'SEIs they receive on their first SERs do ‘this repeatedly
until they receive SEIs that satisfy them. It is likely that
participation in the study caused the sampled studgp@g to take
actions not in their favor, i.e., actions that‘}n"reaéed their
SEIs by decreasing the amount of error /in their awaéds. X
During data collection at the institutions, there was anec-
" dotal evidence of experimental‘effect among the institutions as
well:s - Sihée thé institutions were giveﬂ the names of the selec-
ted‘gtudéhts in orderlﬁa make their files readily available to
the data collectors; it is possible that they: requested the

selected stﬁdehts to% make co;rections before the survéy team

arrived. The school may also have checkedzi?e sampled records
. 2
»




3

"“~.for institutional errors when they normally would not have.. At

some institutions, it was observed that the files of sampled stu-

. dents were in better order thgn those of students in the con-
\ .
* trol group. .

The experimental effect for both the institutions and stu-
dents would reduce award error for the sample, tﬁué causing total.
award error for the BEOG program to be underestimated. Excépt for
aspects of institQtional error correc%ion, the existence of

experimental effects is manifestéd in SER corrections.

It seems evident, from interviews with Financial Aid Offi-

cers; that many eligible students that m;ke corrections do ﬁot
turn in their corrected SERs to their institutions' Fihancial Aid
Officers if the corrections produced higher SEIs. In the’ correc- .
tions control grodg, only 42.3’percen; sabmipted gt least one
corrected &R to the school. The remainder l:1ad submi‘ttj.ed at
least one correction to theuprocessor but had no cb;récted SERs
in their files. The gtudy sample had a much greater submittal
‘rate. As shown in Figure B-1, o€ those who had made a correc-
tion, 86 percent nad turned in at least one corréction to their
schqois. ‘This indicates a behaviofal difference between the con-
trol g:giP and the sample. After being notified that ‘they had
been selecteéd to participate in the Quality*Coﬂtrol'study, stu=-

dents in the sample may have felt compelléa-to submit their cor-

rected SERs expeditiously to their institutions. Normally, as

demonstrated . by the control group, the majority ©of students




’
- . |
|

¥ .
< CORRECTIONS
. CONTROL
SAMPLE . GROUP ..
Group Size 1,324 T 1,026 '
. ! * ! - ( ] t e
Percent Submitting . 86-. 4% 5 . 42.3%
Corrections < '
« . g ‘ . o °
Average Number of Corrections 1.56 2“03
A £ .
-~ Average SEI , | 456.2 - ' 378.3
> i , . \' -
+ e R ’ /

—~ . N
lStatistics in 'this table are unweighted averages of the
weighféa institution statistics for the 130 institutions.

)

(Y € »

_ , . .
! - FIGURE:B=-1
COMPARISON OF QUALITY CONTROL SAMPLE AND CORRECT ION
CONTROL GROUP FOR THOSE WHO SUBMITTED CORRECTIONS .
TO PROCESSOR

-~ Al

.




either are delinquent ip submitting their corrected SERs to the
. . . .‘ﬂ. * . v
Financial Aid Officers or purposel¥ neglect to submit them.
L4 - - .
To further investigate corrections behavior among students

in ‘the sample, the incidence of corrections for those in the sam-
' ple shéuld(be compared to that of'the-contrel group. Presumably;
(some who submit corrections are attemptlng to lower their' SEIs by
.replac1ng correct data with erroneous data on their SERs. If the

recipients in the sample who would have normally followed this

c%urse were 1nt1m1dated by their part1c1patlon in the Quality
Control stgdy, they may have submltted fewer additional correc-
> tions. Equally likely is the possibility that students submitted

corrections in response to being selected for the study: They

may have beep'wary of havihg SERs which contained errors (pur-.

°

posefully or not), or perhaps they were instructed by a Financial

N . ]

Aid Administrator to correct their SERs.
As shown‘in’ Figure B-l, the average number of corrections
submitted by students who had at least one correction in the sam-

ple was one and a half, while those. in the control group made ‘an
average of two corrections. This indicates that, on average,

students in Yhe sample made fewer corrections than normally. The

t M A
dontrol group, being representative of recipients who made cor-
’ . : * °
, rections, appear to be submitting more corrections._ '
| ) . ‘ |

Whlle the students who made corrections in the sample made
fewer than normal, their average SEI reported to their institu-
tions was greatér than the average SEI for the control group.

.
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The average SEI for the sample was 456, whereas the average con;
trol group SEI was 378. A lower SEI means higher awards.
Apparently, sampled recipients werelnot,withholding their létést
SéRs from their financial aid officers if the SERs showed higher
SEIs thag their previous SERs. It is also unlikely that appli-
cants ;ubmitted unnecessary corrections to manipulate their SEIs
dowhward. If this scenario were true, we would‘“expect the SERs
in the institutions®: files to show a higher average SEI for the
recipients in tﬁe sam?le relative to the recipients in the con—.
tro;”groupl as evidenced in Figure B-1l. SEls of students making
corrections in the sample were not, on averagé, as low as SEIs of

[ 4
similar students in the corrections control group. " Perhaps they

féiwkfinhibited by théir participation in the Quality Control
study and therefore did ndot submit erroneous corrections in orde;
to minimize their SEIs.

It is difficult to draw conclusions, giveﬁ the nature of - the .

corrections control group and the measurements‘ that could be
) ’ \

€,

obtained. However, sampled  students submitted corrected SERs

mofe often than ;he c&ntrol@gréup, had fewer additional correc-
tions if they had at least one correction, and‘héa higher SEis'
than students in the control group;

These three pieces of evidence point toward expé;iﬁental
bias in the direction of our underestimating program error.
Experimental bias becbmes a problem when drawing conclusions
concerning the presence‘sf an impact or treatment induced condi-
tion. If the measure of.impact is biased downward, statistical

. C,
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methods, will have a tend

impact" (or in our case, t

sion that error is present. Therefore, the existence OZ downward
-]

experimental bias does not have any substantive impact but likely

has a numeric impact-~-that is, our résults underestimate program

error.




APPENDIX C

IMPLICATIONS FOR CAMPUS-BASED AID

Many Basic Grant recipients also apply for and receive aid
ugder one or more of the three Campus-based programs (Supple-

mental Educational Opportunity Grants [SEOG], National Direct

Student Loans [NDSL], and College Work-Study [CWS]). Figure C-1

shows the percentages of Basic Grant recipients in our sample who
also received Campus-based aid. These programs are need based,
hence errors in det%rmlnlng expected famlly contrlbutlon for

Basic Grants also affect the determlnatlon of need for Campus-

based aid. It is the intent of this appendix to estimate the

impact of erroneous epplication' data, as revealed by our .iiat;

collection, on the distribution of SEOG,ﬁNDSL; and CWS awatds.
The eshiﬁatés generated are subject to the following con-

straints: y
° The results only" apply to Basic Grant recipients who
also receive Campusrbased aid. No eSfimates are made
for Campus-based rec1p1ents who do" ™ot currently
receive Basic Grants. -

The results are basea on 1980-81 aid recipients.

Not all of the data needed to calculate the expected
family contribution usind the Uniform Methodology (the
procedure used by most schools for calculating expected
family contribution for Campus-based aid purposes) were
available.

Our sample of students and institutions is representa-
tive of Basic Grant recipients, not of Campus-based aid
recipients.

{
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BASIC GRANT RECIPIENTS

WHO ALSO RECEIVED: PERCENT AVERAGE
SEOG , " 24.8% .S 624
NDSL 24.5% $§ 825
CWS . 27.7% $1,035

3
Any Campus-based . €69.9%

COMBINATIONS

FIGURE C-1

C\)}‘FED'ERAL STUDENT AID FOR 1980-81
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Further, two assumptions were made in order to estimate

Campus—based aid changes:
s W

® Institutions would have all the correct financial. and
demographic information at the time of initial award
packaging. Co
&
0' - Institutions pac age f1nanc1al aid in the manner th?t

they described to our field ‘data collectors.
X

~

FINDINGS ’ l .

Results of the analyses are displayed in Figures C- 2 through '

C-5, In Flgure C-2 we compare the dlstrlbutlon of rec1p1ents for

N

each of the three Campus-based programs estimated from applica-

tion data versus wverified data for the Basic Grant recipients in

4

ou¥ sample. For example, using application data and the packag-
ing philésophies expressed by our sample of insq}tutions, we
estimated that 32.7 percent of the SEOG recipients from our sam-
ple would be independent students. If we substitute verified

data, this fraction decreases to 31.3 percent.{ Overall, ERigure
) 4 4
C-2 shows little change in the estimated distribution of Campus-

based aid recipients using verified data. - {
S \

Howeveyr, within income categories there is a difference
between estimated awards calculated using application versus ver-

"ified data. This is shown in Figures C-3, C-4, and C-5. From

. LA
L .

these figures we see: >

° Roughly 40 to 70 percent of dependent students and 70
to 90 percent of independent students would receive the

same SEOG (Figure C-3) award using--application or .

Vé;ﬁ?iéd data, Over 85 percent have award differences
wifhin $250.° .

° For CWS (Figure C-4) the percent of students estimated
‘to have rece€ived an award that would not have changed

-

4

. »




®

SEOG . CHS . NDSL
A _ADJUSTED - APPLICATION VERIFIED APPLICATION VERIFIED APPLICATION VERIFIED
/| _~6ROSS INCOME DATA . DATA DATA © °  DATA DATA DATA
~ i . :
e | = %0 -| 6,000 16.6 16.8 17.5 17.6 16.5 16.5
$6,000 -'12,000 15.7 17.0 ) £ 17.2 17.6 .16.6 17.7
$12,000 - 18,000 . 14.4 14:5 14.7 15.3 15.6 16.0
$18,000 - 24,000 ¢ 12.0 11.6 12.6 12.6 15.1 14.6
Over $24,000 8.6 8.8 10.9 10.7 12.6 12.9
Total Dependent 67.3 68.7 72.9 73.8 76.4 7.7
IndeEendent H . ' .
$0 - 6,000 -28.6 26.9 24,0 22.7 20.7 19.3
$ 6,000 - 12,000 / 3.6 3.6 2.6 ' 2.8 . 2.4 2.4
1 $12,000 - 18,000 0.5+ . 0.6 - 0.4 - 0.5 0.4 0.4
$18,000 - 24,000 0,0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1
Over $24,000 0.0 0.1 0.0 - 0.} 0.0 0.1
Total Independent 37,7 31.3 77.1 6.2 73.5 72.3
l . \
P8 X -
' )’ ‘ **  FIGURE C-2 0

ESTIMATES OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF CAMPUS-BASED AIi RECIPIENTS
AMONG- STUDENTS IN OUR SAMPLE USING APPLICATION AND VERIFIED DATA

%
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| AWARD BASED ON APPLICATION DATA MINUS ESTIMATED AWARD BASED ON VERIFIED DATA
INCOME _LESS THAN -$250  BETWEEN -$2 AND -$250 WITHIN $2  BETWEEN $2 AND $250  OVER $250
(UNDERAWARD) . (OVERAWARD)  _-
Dependent Students
$0 - 6,000 5. 6% o . 13.5% $8.5% , 9.4% 3.0%
$6,000 - 12,000 7.9% . . 16.3% 47.6% N 22.2% 6.0%
$12,000 - 18,000 9.6% 17.7% : 41.6% “ 26.1%° 5. 0%
$18,000 ,- 24,000 8.4% 20.0% 44.5% . 23.0% 4.0%
Over $24,000 16.2% .19.1% 50. 4% 13.3% 1.0%°
Independent Students \ é\ _
$0 - 6,000 LA 12.3% 70.7% 13.6% ' 2.5%
| $6,000 - 12,000 1.6% 14.6% © o 75.0% 8.0% .8%
S| $12,000 - 18,000 g 6.4% ' 82.4% 11.2% 0
$18,000 - 24,000 7.6% 92.4%° . 0 : 0
Over $24,000 0 0 33.3% 33.3% 3333
351 S FIGURE C-3 352

ESTIMATED EFFECTS OF APPLICATION DATA ERROR ON SEOG AWARDS

Y




AWARD BASED ON APPLICATION DATA MINUS ESTIMATED AWARD BASED ON VERIFIED DATA

INCOME * LESS THAN -$250  BETWEEN -$2 AND -$250  WITHIN $2  BETWEEN $2 AND §250 OVER $250
(UNDERAWARD) (OVERAWARD)
Dependent Students )
. $0 - 6,000 3.9% 16.0% 64,3 11.7% 4,24
$6,000 - 12,000 6.9% . 17.7% ' 42,0% 24,74 8.7%
$12,000 - 18,000 7.61 . 16.4% 42.6% 24,0 9.4%
$18,000 - 24,000 , 9.5% 20.6% 39.2% 24,59 6.2% -
Over $24,000 . 18.8% 19.2% 43.2% 15.2% 3.6%
Independent Students \ :
R $0 - 6,000 2.8/ 13.7% 63.2% 16.2% 4.6%
$ 6,000 - 12,000 1.6% 14 5 72.9% 8.74 2.4%
.$12,000 - 18,000 0 6.2% 80. 33 10.4% 3.1%
$18,000 - 24,000 0 r 7.6% 92. 4% 0 0-
Over $24,000 0 , 0 0 0 100. 0%
- ~ ‘%
' FIGURE C-4 ~ 25

.

ESTIMATED;EFFEC:I‘S OF APPLICATION DATA ERROR ON CWS AWARDS
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AWARD BASED ON APPLICATION DATA MINUS ESTIMATED AWARD BASED ON VERIFIED DATA

-

INCOME LESS THAN -$250  BETWEEN -$2 AND' -$250  WITHIN $2  BETWEEN $2 AND $250  OVER $250
(UNDERAWARD) (OVERAWARD )
Dependent Students : -_\x:

$0 - 6,000 5.3% 14.1% 67.0% . 10. 9% - 2.7%

$6,000 - 12,000 5. 0% , 14.8% . .55.4% 17.2% 7.6%

N - $12.000 - 18.000 11.0% 20.0%.. 42,83 19. 43 6.9%

‘ $18.000 - 24,000 10,72 . 23.8% . 38.6% 23.1% 3.8%
Over $24,000 18.59 - 33.8% 3672 TN 3.99 .

Independent Students

6% | 7.7% . 78.6% - 11.6% 1.5 | .

. $0 - 6,000 ' s . .
$ 6,000 - 12,900 .8% ‘ . 10.4% i 8l.5% " 6.4% co.9% !
$12,000 - 18,000 0 - 6.4% ° . 82.9%. 7.5% 3.2 | |
$18,000 - 24,000 ) 0 Co 7.6% . 92.4% 0o - 0
Over $24,000 0 0 S o333 33.3% 33.3%
\ +
X ‘ . .
. 14
L4 * - .
. -, {
FIGURE'C-5
> 353 . ESTIMATED EFFECTS OF APPLICATION DATA ERROR ON NDSL AWARDS
- ! : ® .
\) 35[‘
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"~and (3) students respectively.

\
had verified. data been available was roughly 40 to 65
percent for dependent students and 60 to 90 percent for
independent students. Over 80 percent of dependent
students and 95 percent of independent students had
award differences within $250. .

° . -The. NDSL estimates closely parallel those for SEOG
(Figure C-5) but with somewhat hlgher percentages of
correct awards for 1ndependent students.

~

,PROCEDURE (

'

Figufe C-6 shows Question 63 from the study's Institutional

‘Interview Form. This form was administered to the financial aid

officers at the 3Q5 institutions in our sample. The process for
transforming responses to these Questions to ,formulas for pack-
aglng CampUS -based aid is as follows'

»

1. For dependent students at a school, the budget was-
assumed to be the sum of EF%:>BEOG, SEOG, CWS, NDSL, GSL, Insti-
tutional Grants, and "other! for the type (1) student. For iné\-

pendent students the budget was assumed to be this sum for the:

" type (4) student.

2, ' For dependent students: - i
- N ) ‘ ' - L
(a) The variable R was set equal to each student's initial

!

resources, EFC plus BEOG, calculated'hsipg verified data.
7 (b) The yvariables ﬁl, and Ry, and” Ry were set equal

to 'the initial resources, EFC plus BEOG, for the types (1), (2),

-
- -

(c) Each aid source for a student equéled the following:

\
-
‘ o

_ _ g (Budget - R
Aid = (Aldl) o eudget - Rl) if R <R

T




63. °

In what order did you normally consider the use of different types of aid in-
your packaging during 1980-81 for full-time, undergraduate students? Please
rank each of the following kinds of assistance in the order that you typically
copsider their use (e.g., you might ysually look to other aid first, then
ifistitutional funds, then NDSL, in which case these sources would be labeled 1,
2, and 3, respectively, in the boxes below). BEOG assistance should be

ignored. , .

& e
Number the sources of aid in the order you consider them in the packaging
process and enter in the boxes a typical dollar ‘award amount for each type of
aid. Ties are permitted (e.g., you may code more than one source as "1").- If
you make no use of a’ source or do not participate in such programs, please enter
a “7" in the box. For example,.if an institution typically began with
Institutional Grants, next packaged CWS, then NDSL, and ended up with SEOG, the
results would be coded as follows:

[ ]

4 2 3 7 1 7

INSTRUCTION: Assume all four students are prospective freshmen -
of average academic ability. :

Sources of Aid:

Federal Campus—Based Institu-
SEOG CWS NDSL GSL tional «  Other:
- (Grants

'Type of Student:

(1)

Dependent--calculated - o ) ' :
eigZthg Faiilsuczniti- L_J L_J L_J L_J L_J L_J

bution (EFC)=0; BEOG= 10 " 12, 13

14 15

$1800 (or 1/2 cost if

l°‘f“) : e e b L Lo el Lo L

161718 19 2021 2223 2425 26 27 28 2930 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39,

£ s
R

- -
/ (2) ‘e ' . . j R
Dependent-—-calculated . oo
EFC=60% of cost; : L_J L_J L_J L_J L__k 1__J
BEOG=S0 . 40 41 ¢ 42 43 . 44 45

<
1

L] lefl I‘Lj 41 Jl b e e e

46 4748 49 50 51 52 53, 54 555657 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69

- &

, \\\ L ' FIGURE C-6 - S .
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!

Type of Student:

(3)
Dependent-~calculated
EFC=80% of cost;
BEOG=$0 ]

(4)

Independent--calculated.

EFC=0; BEOG= $1800 (or
1/2 cost if this is
lower)

Loy 10,8

"MJ4H||1J[H|IL|HHH;I

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Sources of Aid:
Federal Campus—Based Institu-
SEOG CWsS NDSL. GSL tional Other
. Grants
%

o

15

N

13 14

L~ 1]

< 16171819 20212223 242526 27 28 2930 31 323334 35 36 37 38 39

$

L]

41

L]

h&rj‘ LZ%J. | LK%J L&Tl 25

’

Lol e e b e b o

46 47 48 49 50515253 654555657 58596061 62636465 166 67 68 69

l I | | l

70 71 72 73

END TIME
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L. ]
‘ 74 75 '
\ i

FIGURE C-6 (Cont.)
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/ - (Ald - Ald2 X
. Aid (Aid, ) R, . (Rl— Rl) if R, < R < R

Aldé - Ald3 '
Aid = Ry -~ ) . (R - Rz) if R, < R <R

. 3 . .
‘ Aid = Ald2 - kBudget - R3> . (R —‘R3) if R3 ¢ R < Budget

Aid = 0 ] . if R > Budget

.
Here .Aidj;, Aidjy, and Aid3y are equal to the value of

"y the aid source as reported by the financial aid administrator for
~ the types (1), (2),£§\5.(3) students respectively. These equa-
tions are designed to decrease each aid form linearly between the
types (1), (2), and (3) students as the value of R, the studené's
initial resources, increases.

3. Similarly, for independeht students:

‘(a) The variable R was set equal to éach student's initial
reséurces, EFC plus BEOG, calculated using verified data.

f

(b) The variable R, was set equal to the initial re-

sources of the type (4) student (i.e., the minimum of $1,750 and

4
[

half of cost)

(c) Each aid source for a student equaled the following:

1
f

- 't
Aid = . _ Budget R , '
(Ald4)\ (Budget - R . if R < RJ
, 4 . 4
. Aid, . .
_ _ — 4 - ‘
Aid = Ald4 - (Pudget - R4> . (R - R4) if R4 ¢ R < Budget
Aid = 0 ‘ ’ ~ if R > Budget




- A -

Here Aidg 1is equal - to the - value of the aid source as

reported by the finanqialu aid administrator for the type (4)

student. ' ’ Iz

3

4, This procedure was followed again for each student
using R as the sum of EFC and BEOG as calculated from applica-
tion, rather than verified, data.

5. For each student, *the difference between aid amounts

estimated using R from yerifigd data and using R from application
data was assumed to be the award ‘error caused by incorrect appli-
cation data.

Iﬁ c;nclusion, by applying the errors detected on Basic
Grant application items to the distribution of Campus-based
adardsﬁ‘we were able to estimate the manner.in which Ehese éwards
would have changgd{'héd correct information been available to
financial aid qfflcers.n _The effects of these errors did not
Jreatly chénge the overall incoﬁe distribution of Campus-baseé*
aid recipients. As with Basic Grants, most recipients of Campus-
based ‘aid did not have their awards affected by agplication
error. However, many did. An esiimated 10 percent or more of
the dependent students received Campus-based awards more than

$250 different from what they’would have been 1f correct Qata had

been available to the financial aid officer at the time of award

L

determination.




